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To the READER, 


IHE general idea of the Ev 
; dence, that Joſephus hath been 
_ miſinterpreted, having met with the 
approbation of ſome of the firſt and 
moſt reſpectable litterary characters in 
the Kingdom, the Author has been 
thereby encouraged to enlarge his en- 
quiries, in hopes of being able to eſ- 
tabliſh that idea beyond the reach of 
any further controverſy. | 


Ir the Author doth not affix his 
name to his publication his apology 
muſt be that he doth not write for 
tame but truth, and that he diſclaims 
all pretenſions of triumphing over thoſe 
Great and very learned Perſons by 
whom the Hiſtorian appears to have 


been hitherto ſo much miſunderſtood, 


HEN the Hiſtorian is ſuppoſed 
to relate as a fact, what hath no 
other authority to ſupport it but 
his own atteſtation, when that fact is ſo at 
variance with probability that we even know 
not how almoſt to conceive it poſſible, when 
it is contrary. to the evidence himſelf hath 
given upon the the ſame ſubje& in other 
parts of his Hiſtory ; the reader muſt ne- 
ceſſarily be led to ſuſpect that either the Hiſ- 
torian is miſtaken, or that be himſelf doth 
not rightly interpret him. This evidently 
is the caſe with Joſephus in his relation of 
Herod's new Temple. He is ſuppoſed to ſay, 
(Antiq. xv. 11.) that in the eighteenth year 
of his reign, Herod, in addition to his other 
acts of munificence, had formed a deſign of 
building at his own expence the Temple of 
God. Was there then no Temple of God at 
Jeruſalem at that time ? There certainly was 
one. Was it profaned and deſecrated ſo as to 
render it entirely uſeleſs? Was any part of 
it fallen down, or was it in ſo ruinous and 
dilapidated a condition as to admit of no 
further being repaired ? No, nothing of this 
kind. Strange then that Herod ſhould form 
A a —_ 
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2 deſign of building the Temple of God 
when the Temple of God was already built, 
ſtanding and ſubſtantial. - Here then at the 
very firſt entrance on this extraordinary re- 
lation, we are encountered with a difficulty 
which we know not how to remove. That 
a man of pulence and power, either from 
motives of religion or policy, might be in- 
duced to build the Temple of God where 
there was none or where it was ruinous and 
gone to decay, is eaſy enough to be believed; 
but that he ſhould form a deſign of doing it 
where no neceſſity exiſted is hardly credible. 
Either therefore we miſtake the Hiſtorian, 
or the Hiſtorian himſelf is more materially 
miſtaken. Be this however as it may, the 
narrative is ſuppoſed to go on all to the fame 
purpoſe as reſpecting the intended {ſtructure 
of the Temple of God, till at length we are 
told that Herod effected his purpoſe, by re- 
moving entirely all the foundations of the |} 
former Temple (which we are left to ſuppoſe 
was firſt taken down, although the Hiſtorian 
does not ſay ſo) and by laying new ones in 

their room, upon which a new Temple Was 
erected one hundred cubits in length, and 
one hundred and twenty in height. Here 
then as we are taught to believe that the for- 


mer Temple was entirely taken down, and 
even 


E 

even the very foundations of it removed, it 
naturally leads us to enquire by what Autho- 
rity all this was done. To this the Hiſtorian 
ſupplies us with no anſwer. Herod, he ſays, 
from motives of vanity made his propoſal to 
the Jews, and the Jews, although a little 
ſtartled at firſt, conſented to his propoſal, in 
order to gratify him. Now although he that 
is unacquainted with the Jewiſh hiſtory, and 
the laws of their Temple, may acquieſce 
with this account, and may think that an 
agreement between Herod and the people 
was authority ſufficient, without ſeeking for 
any other, yet upon examination we ſhall find 
it to be very much otherwiſe. 

It was a certain unalterable-law of the 
Temple that none but prieſts ſhould enter 
into the Sanctuary, or into that Court which 
was peculiarly allotted to them. And it was 
a law of the Temple never to be violated, 
that no prieſt, or any other perſon; what- 
ſoever, except the High Prieſt, ſhould enter 
into the Holy of Holies upon any account. 
The High Prieſt alſo was limited to enter it 
only on one particular day in each year, and 
only once on that day, and failure herein, as 
Philo informs us in his embaſſy, was Death, 
arrapuirnrec. Now as theſe certainly were the 


laws of the Temple it is very evident that 
Az the 
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the Sanctuary and Holy of Holies could not 
be taken down without a direct violation of 
them, but the violation of them was an of- 
fence that neither admitted of excuſe or par- 
don. Hence then ariſes an inſuperable ob- 
jection to the fact in the Hiſtorian' s ſuppoſed 
relation of it. 

But it may be ſaid the Laws were ſuſpended 
on this occaſion. The law concerning the 
Holy of Holies was of ſuch a nature that it 
could not be ſuſpended. Neither Herod nor 
the Jews, ſingly or combined, had any power 
to do it. He that entered into it, except the 
High Prieſt alone, was to die without poſ- 
ability of being pardoned. But if the law 
concerning the Holy of Holies was ſuſpen- 
ded, how bappenel it that the law concern- 
ing the court of the prieſts and the ſanctuary 
was not ſuſpended likewiſe ? this law cer- 
tainly was not ſuſpended, for Joſephus him- 
ſelf tells us, that Herod was not fuffered to 
intrude upon the prieſts in their province, or 
to enter into thoſe holy places which were 
deſtined only for them. He was excluded 
from thence not being a prieſt himſelf, There- 
fore, as this law was not ſuſpended, we may 
certainly conclude neither was the other, and 
if it was not, how was the Holy of Holies 
| taken 
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taken down? the High Prieſt alone could not 
do it, and partners with him in the work he 
could have none. So that if the fact really 
had been as the Hiſtorian is ſuppoſed to re- 
late it, there muſt have been a number of 
ſuch unaccountable circumſtances attending 
the execution of it, as would render the rela- 
tion of it totally incredible. This matter 
does not ſeem to haye been at all attended 
to, or indeed thought of, and yet it is a mat- 
ter of the utmoſt weight in ſettling the pro- 
bability of the ſuppoſed relation, and there- 
fore the advocates for Herod's new Temple 
are requeſted to inform us, how the Holy of 
Holies could be taken down without either a 
violation or ſuſpenſion of the law concer- 
ning it; and if the law was ſuſpended, by 
whom, and by what authority it was ſuſpen- 
ded ; for till this is clearly and ſatisfactorily 
done, the law doth ſo ſtrongly militate 
againſt the ſuppoſed relation of Joſephus, that 
we mult be excuſed if we perſiſt in ſaying 
the relation hath no foundation in truth.“ 


If it ſhould be ſaid by way of evading this 


* The reader will do well upon this coating to attend 
to what Joſephus ſays, (Antiq. x11. 10.) where he tells 
us, that the High prieſt Alcimus was ſtruck dead for attempting 
to take down the old wall of the Holy temple, and he tells it 
in theſe very remarkable words; Te d Ag. Ty Ahh Sen- 
deri 0 eden ro αν T& Aαν, Ov TUHARION Md KATETREVET ercy YITO 
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objection that as the Holy of Holies was 
built by the prieſts, ſo it might be taken 
down by them. The anſwer is, the caſes are 
not parallel, for while the prieſts were build- 
ing the Edifice, they were building what was 
deſtined to become the Holy of Holies, into 
which no man thenceforward, not even 
themſelves, but the High Prieſt alone, was 
to have admiſſion. Obſerve, they were not 
building what was the Holy of the Holies, 
but what was to become ſuch after they had 
built it. After it was become ſuch their right 
of interfering, or of being employed in it, 
was all at an end. They were to have no ad- 
miſſion into it, and if no admiſſion, then 
neither could they be employed in taking it 
down. So that no argument will lye againſt | 
the objection from the prieſts having been 
employed in originally raiſing the ſtructure, 
it remains in its full force, nor does there 
ſeem to be a poſſibility of removing it, and 
therefore if the Hiſtorian has laid down the 
fact, as he is ſuppoſed to have laid it down, 

he can be entitled to no degree of credit 


TQN ATTIQNN ITPOPHTQN, TAnyy Tis tlic £x Tg Ore roc 

ce” . 16 &Pwres Te ems TY YT,V uaryvix I" „ £&6 PacauviVes in TUX, 

yes eps c Nνν. After ſuch an example as this would Herod, 

or would any Jew, have dared to take down the whole of that 

Temple which was built uader the iaſpection of the Holy Pro- 
phets ? See 1 Maccab. ix. 
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whatſoever upon the ſubject. But as ſuch 
an impeachment of an Hiſtorian's veracity, 
whoſe character has been ſtamped with the 
approbation of ages, is of too ſerious a nature 
to be admitted haſtily, or till every poſſible 
method had been tried of reſcuing him from 
the charge, it becomes neceſſary for us to 
endeavour to clear up this matter ſo as to 
leave the Hiſtorian's veracity unimpeached, 
at leaſt upon this ſubject. Let us then for 
this purpoſe purſue the ſame plan as in the 
former publication, and endeavour to confirm 
the conjecture therein offered to the public, 
which was, that the Hiſtorian had been miſ- 
interpreted and charged with the relation of 
this improbable, (pardon the ex preſſion) this 
impoſſible fact, through the miſtake and in- 
attention of his readers; which, if it ſnould 
have been the caſe, then will the Hiſtorian's 
account (where it is intelligible) be all of it 
reconcileable, with a reform and improve- 
ment only, which it 1s imagined it will really 
appear to be. 

It ſeems then to be evident from the 
Hiſtorian's own words and expreſſions, and 
from the circumſtances ſtated, that he did 
not intend to repreſent any thing more than 
that Herod propoſed to enlarge the Temple 


in the two dimenſions of length and height, 
_ and 


EF 

and that he actually performed this at his 
own expence. He does not give us the leaſt 
reaſon to ſuppoſe that the Temple, as it was 
then ſtanding, was in the leaſt degree 
foundrous, or that it ſtood in need of any ſort 
of repairs whatſoever. It was defective only in 
point of extent and altitude, from the original 
plan of Solomon; and the reaſon of this de- 
ficiency is laid in the difficulties that attended 
the builders upon their return from the Cap- 
tivity, and afterwards ; and the reaſon more- 
over of the preſent deſign is laid in Herod's 
pride and vanity, as being eTeyroy r - 
pEVDY GUTW ETITYphoTEBCY, 

When the Hiſtorian enters upon his nar- 
rative (Antiq. xv. 11.) he tells us, that Herod 


in the eighteenth year of his reign, in ad- 


dition to his other acts of munificence, had 
formed the ſplendid deſign, To vewv rs H q 
ers Karaotuaraca of ſetting in order and 
beautifying the Temple of God at his own 
expence, wer Tt Tov "OI uc r pos nes & gie pe- 
recraren beg, and of raiſing a more extenſive 
encloſure, and which ſhould be more ad- 
mirable in height and elevation. 


Here then, if this conſtruction of the paſ- 
ſage is juſt, the whole matter is decided at 
the firſt outſet. Herod's deſign was not to 
build the Temple of God, but to ſet in order 

1 "and. 
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and beautify the Temple that was already 

built, and to enlarge the TegoAg, &c. 
The ſenſe here put upon the word xdlag u- 
4.00 it muſt be owned is not that which is 
put upon it by the tranſlator of Joſephus. 
Mr. Burgeſs, the Author of Remarks on 
Joſepbus s account, &c. ſeems to admit of no 
other interpretation of the word x«Taoxwad, 
but eazficare, de novo facere, except where it 
is connected with ſome term expreſſive of 
enlargement, p. 38. And the learned Erneęſti, 
in the diſſertation which Mr. Burgeſs hath 
annexed to his remarks, is of the ſame opi- 
nion, that it muſt ſignify ædiſicare. But with 
all due deference to this learned foreigner it 
muſt be replied that zaraoxwalw doth by 
no neceſſity ſignify @7icare. The primary 
idea in the word is arrangement, or ſetting in 
order, and as the conſequence of a due ar- 
rangement of things is a pleaſing effect, 
therefore likewiſe it ſignifies to Beautiſy. 
Thus Demoſthenes (Olymth. 11.) uſes the 
word in the ſenſe of arranging, wauwsx; q- 
oxwarayres, the Athenians did all but arrange 
themſelves on the fide of Philip. Hence He- 
ſychius, as Mr. Burgeſs quotes him, gives 
u rgb, as the interpretation of xeopcs, and 
the Hiſtorian himſelf it is apprehended uſes 
the word zarioxwaray in the ſenſe of decora- 
ting or beautifying, when he ſays, raurm æπ]¹] 
a | Ga 
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Bac Net 0 FT pocfey xarirxivaray. It is true the 
word 1s often, when the occaſion requires it, 
applied to Building, and with propriety; be- 
cauſe in building there is an arrangement. 
But ſurely every arrangement is not a build- 
ing, and therefore the word does by no neceſ- 
fity ſignify to build, it is a ſignification that 
is only accidental to it. Joſephus ſays, and 
ſays it ſimply, as Mr. Burgeſs obſerves, 
that it was Herod's deſign, Toy viwv Ts Ne di br 
xararKwaracgg, Wherein there is nothing 
that requires us to give the ſenſe of building 
to the latter word, on the contrary, by its 
being combined with Tov vewv 7s Jes, we are 
obliged to reject the idea of building, becauſe 
the Temple of God was built already, and 
for any thing ſaid to the contrary, firm and 
ſubſtantial. And had the Hiſtorian meant 
to have told us that Herod's deſign was to 
build a new Temple of God, he would have 
faid ſo, he would have ſaid it was his deſign 
to take down the Temple of God that was 
then ſtanding, and to erect a new edifice in 
its room, which he does not. The readers 
therefore of Joſephus have undoubtedly miſ- 
interpreted him even at the outſet of his nar- 
rative, wherein however he is himſelf very 
clear and intelligible, making uſe of terms 
comprehenſive and expreſſive of the whole 


deſign, 


1 
deſign, both with regard to the ves itlelf, and 
the ονοοοο, or out walls, and general inclo- 
ſure of the whole. The vac, as it was then 
ſtanding, he was ſimply * zaraczwacad a. 
The a2 as it was then ſtanding, alſo he 
was not timply EYEpay, but EYEpal, WE xcłi eis es 
agen pemeg TOY, not to take it down and build 
another in its room, but to enlarge that 


which was then ſtanding, and to raiſe it 


higher. Had it been faid fmply ep rytupew, 


the caſe might have been ſomewhat different, 
but, as it is in the preſent inſtance, the Hiſto- 
rian's words are decidedly that it was Herod's 
intent to give the a:p&, then ſtanding, a 
greater extent and elevation. 

Having faid thus much, let us proceed to 
conſider how the ſubſequent part of the Hiſ- 
torian's narrative will correſpond with what 


has been already ſuggeſted. 


He repreſents Herod then as opening his 


plan to the Jews by telling them that their 
Fathers built revroy Toy vaoy to the moſt High 
God after their return from the captivity, that 
in this Temple were defects which it was not 
_ poſſible for them to prevent, owing to the 


As the word »at@ozwaty has undoubtedly the ſignification 
"of abſelvo, perficio, &c. the reader will perhaps think it beſt to 
give it that ſenſe here, and to render the words Toy vac Hen d 

e ralarxuacadteq to complete and beautify the 'T emple of God 
at his own expence, a ſenſe which it is imagined in the courſe 
of the enſuing pages the words will evidently appear to require. 


particular 
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particular circumſtances of the times, which 
were very unfavourable, that to this account 
it was owing, and not to their indolence or 
negligence, that it was leſs, *, than the 
Temple of Solomon, not having the ſame 
dimenſions in its extent or altitude, that in 
both theſe reſpects they were preſcribed to 
by Cyrus and Darius, and that afterwards 
under the Macedonians they found no oppor- 
tunity of remedying theſe deficiencies, or of 
enlarging it out to the original dimenſions of 
the Temple built by Solomon. He then pro- 
ceeds to inform them, that happily as he 


found himſelf, at that juncture circumſtanced, 


he would endeavour to remedy theſe defici- 
encies, he would rectify what was amiſs, and 
do for them and for their Temple what their 
Fathers, through the neceſſity and ſervitude 
of former times, were obliged to leave un- 
done; and that when he had completed it, he 
would offer it in piety and gratitude to God 
for the Kingdom which he had beſtowed 
upon him. 

This ſeems to be a fair repreſentation of 
the ſubſtance of Herod's addreſs to the peo- 
ple, in which the reader will obſerve there is 
not a ſyllable faid of taking down the Temple 
then ſtanding and of erecting a new one in 
Its room, nothing of its being out of repair 

and 
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and in a ruinous condition, it is only ſtated 
to have been originally built leſs than the 
Temple of Solomon by the decrees of Cyrus 
and Darius. The troublous times in which 
their Fathers lived afterwards are urged as 
an apology for their not having in any ſubſe- 
quent period completed it out to its full di- 
menſions, andHerod undertakes to do thething 
for them AI0P@OTMENOE To STAPHMEAHMENON, 
by executing himſelf what they had been 
obliged to neglect and leave unfiniſhed. All 
this therefore appears to be perfectly con- 
formable to the ſtatement of Herod's inten- 
tion in the outſet of the Hiſtorians narrative. 
In the repreſentation of Herod's ſpeech 
given in the evidence, &c. it is ſaid of the 
Temple, for bejides that it was not jo large, 
ce it wanted fixty cubits of being as high as 
that was,” 2.e.as Solomon's. Mr. Burgeſs, 
in his remarks, very ſeriouſly charges the 
Author upon this occaſion, and p. 19. he 
fays, that the words printed in Italics have no 
foundation in the original. Probably Mr. 
Burgeſs forgot that when a thing is LESS, 
it is not fo large, and as in the original it is 
plainly ſaid that the Temple was built by their 
Fathers leſs than the Temple of Solomon, 
therefore the Author ſtill continues to think 
that it was not ſo large, and that the original 
expreſles 
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expreſſes as much, and ſomething of the ſame 
kind was intended to be expreſſed by the words 
Erde d A uTW pos To ee Nos £15 Ves ener D- 
xis. The latin Tranſlator indeed renders this, 
verum ei ad altitudinem deſunt ſexaginta cubiti, 
and Mr. Burgeſs, p. 20, tells us, that this is 
rendered very juſtly! It may be ſo. But the 
paſſage itſelf, as it ſtands at preſent, is neither 
Greek nor ſenſe, @pes ro prys Jos big Mes, cannot 
be confined to altitude only. Something evi- 
dently is loſt from the text in point of 
peye Nes, and xo: ſeems to be wanting before us 
Ves, fo as properly to introduce the compa- 
rative dimenſions that follow, rere yo vrt- 
parxey, &c. That ſomething is loſt from the 
text 1s evident from hence, that Herod, in 
what he ſays afterward plainly expreſſes 
himſelf in reference to more than the fingle 
_ dimenſion of altitude only, AM Tavra di 
Kvpog u Ampizcs 0 ToaTTs Th erge- vs Dorn Tews 
&9erav, fo that he muſt have been ſpeaking of 
more dimenſions than one. There is no de- 
ciding any thing upon the text in its preſent 
defective ſtate, , m1 s cannot belong to 
ee Ne, neither can ages 76 piyigos ts Vos be 
confined to altitude. Only of this we may be 
tolerably certain that Herod, when he uſed 
the words ed, 0” avrw, muſt have intended to 
repreſent the eſſential deficiencies which he 
propoſed to reform, and that theſe were in 
the different dimenſions of length and height, 
„ becauſe 


( 5 Þ 
becauſe when he had finiſhed he had increaſed 
it in the dimenſions of length and height, 
and made the Temple zoe [hey £14700 1% ov, 
70 bY les S&K. 

As then there is nothin g in the Hiſto tan 8 
own words, or in thoſe which he has put 
into the mouth of Herod, ſignificant of a 
new ſtructure intended, or of any thing more 
than a reform and enlargement of the Tem- 
ple in the two dimenſions of length and 
height, ſo neither is there in any thing that 
follows. It is true ſome have conceived that 
the phraſes X&TLAvTHL To Tay £yov, and Karat 
enoeiy Tov v£wy are not reconcileable with a reform 
and enlargement only. The learned Erneſti 
is of opinion that the former phraſe is ex- 
preſſive of an entire demolition of the whole 
Temple, and Mr. Burgeſs ſeems to hold the 
author of the evidence in ſupreme contempt 
for ſaying that whatever elſe 70 Tay eyo ſigni- 
hed, it certainly did not ſignify the whole 
Temple. The Author of the evidence, whe- 
ther happy or otherwiſe at being the object 
of this gentleman's contempt, muſt run the 
riſk of expoſing himſelf a little more to it, 
by till perſiſting to ſay that it doth not ſig- 
nify the whole Temple, and for reaſons which 
appear to have ſome little degree of force in 


them, The phraſe refers to the eos av r ru, 
5 which 


[ 6 
which the Hiſtorian had faid Herod added 
_ ereCanero to thoſe which he had before execu- 
ted, and therefore to whatever the «pyoy ov v 
rue refers, the ſame muſt be intended by 7: 
1 e, and as that referred to a reform and 
enlargement only of the Temple in the two 
dimenſions of length and height, and not to 
an entire demolition and rebuilding of it, 
therefore to the ſame muſt this relate. But 
there is another reaſon ſtill more ſubſtantial 
and deciſive, and it is that in the words pre- 
ſently following, the Hiſtorian tells us in 
plain unequivocal terms that the rc Tay ee. 
was ere addifamentum. The additions 
which Herod propoſed to make to the Tem- 
ple were of ſuch a magnitude that the Jews 
were apprehenſive, if he once began to take 
down ſuch parts of the Temple as were ne- 
ceſſary for the accompliſhment of his purpoſe, 
he would never be able to go through with 
and complete it again, dvrzyxtuprre To fe 
Tis eniGodys, the propoſed additions appeared to 
be of too great a magnitude to be even at- 
tempted. Obvious as this is, the Author of 
the Evidence freely acknowledges he had 
overlooked it in that publication, and the 
learned Erneſt: ſeems to have taken no notice 
of it from the ſame cauſe. In his Differta- 
tion annexed to Mr. Burgeſi's pamphlet, 
p. 32, he ſays, « Denique f1 Herodes tantum 
C auctis 


Lo 1 
ce auctis fundamentis aliquid ædi addere vo- 
« Juiflet, ad priorem altitudinem; nam ita 
ce capiunt quidam verba Herodis de ſexa- 
* ginta cubitis, templo ad Salomoneam alti- 
e tudinis menſuram deficientibus, quos ſe 
« additurum dicit : quale illud ædificium fu- 
« turum fuiſſet? Non hoc fuiſſet EHIBAHMA 
9 bx CE tri Lata q νννννi ? Thus we 
ſee how eafily overſights may happen, and 
that even this quotation, with almoſt the ſame 
word as the Hiſtorian's, did not bring to the 


learned foreigner's recollection that Joſephus 


had ſaid To h,, Y ENIBOAHE, the magni- 
tude of the propoled ADDITIONS. The 
reader will obſerve that there is not the leaſt 
difference in the ſignification of theſe two 
words, both of them ſtrictly ſignifying addi- 
tamentum, indeed e7iGi1 ſeems to be applica- 
ble chiefly to an addition that is projected, 
and eniGazua to the ſame when it is effected, but 
additamentum is the ſtrict and true ſenſe of both. 
The various reading of πe e for ei) is 
abſurd, and therefore needs no farther notice. 
 Hitherto then having found every thing 


perfectly correſponding to the idea of a re- | 


form and enlargement only of the Temple 
by an addition to its length and height, we are 
now to proceed to conſider what the Hiſto- 
rian ſays when he relates the accompliſhment 
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"of the work, the words quoted ſo often are, 


Ae raus aN“ Neue νν No HO U- TS uE 
er aurwy Tov vac nya. And if theſe words 


ſhould be found likewiſe to correſpond with 
the idea already ſtated, the author may juſtly 
fay, and he thinks his readers will concur 
with him in ſaying the ſame, that Joſephus 
hath been miſinterpreted, and that the idea 
of a new Temple built by Herod hath ſprung 
entirely from a miſapprehenſion of the Hiſ- 
torian's narrative. 
In the former publication the Author has of- 
fered what he thought, and ſtill thinks, a very | 
probable conjecture concerning the Feueazs tobe | 
removed; but as that, however 3 is ſtill 
only a conjecture, he doth not deſire to avail 
Himſelf of it on the preſent occaſion. Let it be 
ſuppoſed that no ſuch foundations exiſted as 
thoſe mentioned in the Evidence, and let us 
conſider the matter in the following light. 
To enlarge and extend a building in length, 
one of its end walls muſt neceſſarily be de- 
moliſhed, and that the floor of the new ſpace 
incloſed may be level and uniform, the foun- 
dations of it muſt be broken up and cleared 
away. And that this muſt be done upon ſuch an 
occaſion it is preſumed need not to be proved, 
as it is the practiſe almoſt of every day, and 
every country, where a building is to be ex- 


tended in _ With this then Herod's 
work 


[ 29 } 


work began, he broke up Iuehys ab re 
Kara oa NC, eregez 74 auTWv Tov vary yyar. In 
theſe words then of the Hiſtorian ers is very 
emphatical and deciſive of the whole buſineſs, 
For he did not lay new foundations in the 
place of the old ones, which ſeems to be the 


general idea that has been the cauſe of all the 


miſapprehenſion, but he laid OTHERS in 
another place and different direction from 
thoſe which he had broken up, he carried 
them on rectilinearly with the former fide 
walls that were left ſtanding, till they were 
of the ſame extent with the original Temple 
of Solomon, and upon them rey ao ny*02 pn 
Ev £47 ora . It is conceived there is 
nothing in this interpretation of the paſſage 
that is in the leaſt forced or unnatural. Eres 
may well and juſtly be ſuppoſed to expreſs 
foundations of a different kind from thoſe 
which had been removed, as being laid in a 
different direction, and thus the difficulty of 
this paſſage will be ſo far removed as to render 
it fairly reconcileable with the preceding part 
of the narrative. The Hiſtorian had ſaid that 
it was Herod's intention (not to build the 
Temple of God, for that was built already) 
but to reform and beautify it, to enlarge the 
reg, and to give it a greater elevation. 
He makes Herod addreſs the Jews concerning 
his intention to the ſame effect, he makes the 


BD 235 Jews 
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Jews underſtand him as addrefling them to 


the ſame effect, and not a word is ſaid or the 


moſt diſtant hint given of any defect in the 


Temple then ſtanding, except that it was 


inferior in extent and elevation to the Tem- 
ple of Solomon. This defect Herod was to 


remedy by making the neceſſary additions to 


it, inthe courſe of which as he muſt unavoid- 
ably take down ſome part of the building 
then ſtanding, he would in conſequence take 
away alſo the foundations of ſuch part as 
being uſeleſs to remain, there being no farther 
Structure to be erected upon them. And being 
alſo to erect additional Buildings he muſt ne- 


ceſſarily lay foundations for that purpoſe di- 


verſe from thoſe he had removed, and in a 
different place and direction, and this being 
admitted, aviAwy rs, &c. may fairly be inter- 
preted of this, and the Hiſtorian may be con- | 
ceived to expreſs as much without having | 
recourſe to the wild and unſupported notion 
of Herod's having taken down the whole 
Temple and built a new one in its room upon 


new foundations, of which the Author is now | 
perſuaded there is not the leaſt veſtige in any 


of the writings of Joſephus, but every thing 
is contrary to it (De Bello 1. 1. 21.n.) rov 9 are | 


Oias, Py bre EuV0Lcks, Kot ETE TYs TUM ex 
ro GYopece, 1 ure e TW Va KATETKVATEY, Which 


may | 


£ ax } 
may be added to the other inſtances given in 

the Evidence, &c. how entirely ignorant Jo- 

ſephus was of any new Temple built by 

Herod at Jeruſalem. 5 

In the name of common ſenſe, if difh- 

culties occur, and we muſt make them bend, 
let us at leaſt make them bend to conſiſtency. 

How could Joſephus uſe ſuch language as 
this if Herod had new built the Temple, or 

he had taught any ſuch thing; would he not 

have faid & Tw vaw ov autres xarioxwary? And 
moreover if vas ſignifies in the language of 
Joſephus, as Mr. Burgeſs is peremptory 1t 
doth, the Sanctuary and Holy of Holies, and 
Herod had built a new one, one hundred 
cubits in length. What became of this new 
vac after it was built? for when Titus de- 
ſtroyed Jeruſalem and the Temple, the length 
of the Sanctuary and Holy of Holies was only 
60 cubits. (De Bello v. 5.) Terz Tawy To pew 
vos nora W1IX@V X44 To pinxes ic, and that 
this was ſpoken of the Sanctuary and Holy 
of Holies is moſt evident, becauſe the Hiſto- 
rian ſays expreſſly that this syxeramn;v was 
divided into two parts, the one whereof was 
forty cubits, containing what we know was 
furniture of the Sanctuary, and the other 
twenty, which aGaroy Ge xa & XPAVTOY K a Nec lo 
1 ao ayis d ayw exanro, There may be, 
and doubtleſs there are, difficulties and want 
B 3 1 of 


of ſpecifications ſufficient for our information 
in many parts of the deſcription which Joſe- 


phus here gives of the Temple, but there is 


none in the preſent inſtance ; the building 


that contained the furniture of the Sanctuary 
was forty cubits, and the Holy of Holies 
twenty and the whole together was #nwra- 


T1x» in length: but it ſhould have been «a- 
T,471x0 if Herod had new built it, and could 
not have been leſs conſiſtently with Joſephus's | 


_ miſinterpreted narrative of a new ſtructure. 
This ſeems to be very concluſive, and to ren- 


der it not only probable, but demonſtrably 
Certain, that Herod did not pull down and re- 
build the v, meaning thereby the ſanctuary 
and Holy of Holies, becauſe if he had done 
ſo the length of their dimenſions would 
have been one hundred cubits, whereas Joſe- 
phas moſt explicitly and circumſtantially in- 
torms us, that when the Temple was deſtroy- 


ed by Titus, they were only fixty. Hence ye, 


Toy ye, &c. cannot mean, as Mr. Burgeſs, 


P- 30, contends, where he lays it down as a 
certain truth that Herod built new from the 


foundations the ves, i. e. the Sanctuary and 
Holy of Holies diſtinct from the wepccoog 
one hundred cubits in length, for had he done 
ſo the v, diſtin from the 7eCoacs, would at 


the deſtruction of the Temple have been one 


hundred cubits in length, which Joſephus 


expreſſly informs us it was not. 
| . It 


. 

It muſt be acknowledged the Hiſtorian's 
language Aueh, &c. is extremely looſe and 
indeterminate, and has in ſome meaſure the 
appearance even of being equivocal, either 
through deſign or negligence. Why does he 
ſay the foundations were broken up without 
| faying of what, whether the whole or only 
of part of the building, and if of part only, 
of what part? Why doth he begin with 
foundations without taking any notice of the 
building itſelf that was upon them ? In what 
ſenſe does he uſe the word v here? if in the 
_ fame ſenſe, as when he ſaid Herod was v 
474741474, Why does he depart from this 
expreſſion and ſay ny, inſtead of zarioxeva=- 
rey? Theſe and many other queſtions may be 
aſked upon this occaſion, and perhaps a full 
and completely ſatisfactory anſwer to them 
will not eaſily be found. Some reaſon doubt- 
leſs there muſt be for the Hiſtorian's being ſo 
remarkably particular in his language upon 
this occaſion, but what that reaſon is the Au- 
_ thor will not anſwer for his being able to aſ- 
certain. However as the following ſuggeſtion 
and account of the Temple may be of ule to 
thoſe who are deſirous of carrying on the en- 
quiry upon this ſubject farther, the Author 
begs leave to treſpaſs upon the reader's pati- 
ence by what follows, 


The 


E 


The Temple then, according to the repre- 
ſentation of it, which the Jews give us, con- 
2 N of five partitions : 

. The firſt partition was the Court of the 
5 erg fituated at the Eaſt End of the whole 
ſtructure; wherein were the wood-houſe, 
the Nazarites-chamber, the Lepers-chamber, 
and the oyl-room. Out of this, through a 
Gate, called Nicanors Gate, was an en- 
trance into. | 

2. The ſecond partition, denominated the 
court of the Iſraelites, wherein were many 
_ uſeful rooms and chambers. 

3. The third partition was the Court of 
4 

4. The fourth partition was the Altar 
Sacrificers' room, &c, out of which through 
a grand Gate directly oppoſite to the Gate of 
the Sanctuary was the entrance into 

The fifth partition, which conſiſted of 
the Porch, the Sanctuary and the Holy of 
FHolies, in their language 55% od and 
PWT UTP Tpiacs, ris Kds bY ay. And 
the dimenſions in length are thus ſuppoſed. 
The Holy of Holies was twenty Cubits, the 
Sanctuary forty, and the Porch forty, in the 
whole one hundred Cubits, It is a queſtion 
therefore whether we have not here ſomething 
that will lead us to a right underſtanding of 
what 


E 
what Joſephus ſays upon this intricate ſub- 
ject. The Porch is here deſeribed as forty 
cubits in length (for ſuch it muſt have been 
as the whole building is ſaid to have been one 
hundred cubits in length) 2. e. from the Porch 
Gate, to the Gate of the Sanctuary, conſe- 
quently it was twenty cubits longer than the 
Porch of the firſt Temple. Mr. Burgeſs in- 
deed, p. 18. ſays, the Porch of the firſt Tem- 
ple was only ten cubits in length, but the 
ſcriptures and Joſephus ſay otherwiſe ; in the 
preſent caſe however it is not material either 
one way or the other. From this great length 
of the porch then, and by which the build- 
ing of the fifth partition was rendered one 
hundred cubits in length, a ſuſpicion ariſeth 
that this porch was of Herod's building, and 
that Joſephus means it when he ſays Toy reren 
neige funuet ub exaroy, &C. and this ſuſpicion 
ſeems to be confirmed from the ſecond book 
of Maccabees, where we are told that Jaſon 
and his aſſociates, among other their abomi- 
nable outrages, deſtroyed the Porch, which 
then was to the Temple, by fire, weTvecav ro 


Tv\wrz. Now as we have no account of the 
rebuilding of this Porch it may be concluded 


that it lay neglected till the time of Herod. 
For nothing is ſaid as if Judas Maccabeus or 
any other had rebuilt it. Joſephus ſays, Antiq. 
X11. 7, that Judas found the Temple totally 

deſerted, 
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1 
deſerted, and xthte rapper ras Tues, that 
he erected a new Altar, purified the Temple 


of its pollutions, placed new veflels in it all 


of Gold, OTFWOTHOTE de Ko Ta WeprTeTATILATH TWy 
Fore, xc Tas Fupas avtas ent N. But of the 
porch he ſaith nothing, therefore probably 
nothing was done relative to it. The Porch, 
if it was deſtroyed as related by the Author 
of the Second book of the Maccabces, was de- 
ſtroyed about a hundred and twenty or thirty 
Years before Herod came to the crown, and 
the times after that were full of troubles and 
difficulties, arifing either from diſſenſions 
among themſelves, or from their foreign ene- 
mies, and as the rebuilding of the Porch 
would be a Work of time and conſiderable 
expence to finiſh it, as it ought to be, they 
perhaps tound no favourable opportunity of 
doing it, 8% coyey evxaumuay, and ſo left it to be 
completed at ſome future period. It may be 
faid, indeed, that the ſecond book of Mac- 
cabees is of no authority, and it mult be ac- 
knowledged it is not of any great authority, 
and the letter from whence the paſſage above 
guoted 1s taken is thought to be the inven- 
tion of the writer himſelf, who is ſuppoſed 
to have been an Alexandrian Jew. But this, 
though it may be true enough of the letter, 
by no neceſſity extends to the fact related in 
the letter, the fact may nevertheleſs be true; 

however 


E 
however the letter itſelf may be thought to 
be a forgery. But as there 4010 not occur at 
preſent any method of eſtabliſhing the fact, 
ſo as to admit of no diſpute, the Author is 
obliged to leave it as he finds it, and the 
reader will reject or adopt it as he thinks fit; 
only let it be obſerved, as to the ſigniſication 
of Tvawvz, that although it doth not always, yet, 
in the language of this writer, it muſt ſignify 
the porch, otherwiſe it will have no deter- 
minate meaning. | 
For a more particular account of the 
Temple and its diviſions, as already ſtated, the 
reader is referred to the very learned and ex- 
cellent Dr. Pococke's commentary on Joel, 
who hath given a draught from Maimonides 
of the Area of the Temple, from a Manuſcript 
which he ſuppoſes to be as antient as Mai- 
monides himſelf. If this draught may be de- 
pended upon, and there ſeems to be no reaſon 
why it ſhould not, the fifth partition contain- 
ed buildings one hundred cubits in length, 
and extending one hundred cubits in front, and 
this latter coinciding ſo exactly with what 
Joſephus ſays (De Bello v. 5.) it makes one 
imagine this partition was what he meant by 


res 6 vas, and of which he adds xay To le- 


HATH 3 Ves TE xc EUp% ic, cu rixeis 
Sycde Toy. 
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£xaro. * This, if it ſhould be the caſe, Joſephus's 
ryeps roy voy may well be applied to Herod's 
New building the Porch, which being itſelf _ 
forty cubits in length from Gate to Gate, 
and thereby rendering the building of the 
fifth partition one hundred cubits in length, 
which it was not before, he therefore, with- 
out perhaps attending to rigid accuracy of ex- 
preſſion, ſays ne rey vacy pnes fler EKATY GITH 
u By which he meant no more than as 
we ſhould ſay in Engliſh “ he made the 

Temple (the vas) to be one hundred cubits in 
length,“ an objection, indeed may ſeem to lye 
to this, that Herod is ſaid to raiſe the vacs, of 
which he is here ſpeaking, to the height of 
one hundred and twenty cubits, whereas ares 5 
nes was only one hundred cubits high. But 
this is eaſily obviated, for, owing to a ſettling 
in the new foundation, theſe twenty cubits 
fell down and never were rebuilt again al- 
though intended, and the materials provided 
for that purpoſe, and therefore Joſephus, when 
ſpeaking of what was aures 6 vas, deſcribes its 

front neither as it had been raiſed by Herod, 


nor as it was intended to have been had not 


the war intervened, but as it really was at the 


1 Joſephus ſays õbr% 6 vale, HATH WETOY htlw.̈s, this latter 
will perhaps be underſtood by an inſpection of the plan where 
the building is placed, equidiftant from the end and two fide 
* of the outermoſt encloſure of the fabrick. | 


time 
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time when it was deſtroyed by Titus. * It 
may be objected likewiſe, that if this is admit- 
ted, then Joſephus will give the title of yas to 
the porch, it is true he will, and it is certain 
likewiſe that he does give that title to it in 
the firſt chapter of this book, where he ſays, 
Aday Yap ore TW Adm Xa lepeuo iv ros npahurres 
Toy vaoy anos WH ES arporunorey. Where vac 
muſt be referred to that part of the Temple 
which had ſuffered by the falling of the up- 
permoſt twenty cubits, and this was the porch 
and in the front. 


But what now occurs may be thought of 
greater conſequence than all, and ſeems to 


leave no room to doubt but that Joſephus's 
ve neige means the carrying on the building 
from the Sanctuary till it had obtained the 
full length of the firſt or Solomon's Temple. 


* The Author here ſuppoſes that the uppermoſt twenty cubits 
Fell down, for he knows not what to make of the Hiſtorian's lan- 
__ guage, 85 TW xh ounfyoavror o Yepertcy deren. Something 5 
undoubtedly happened to the Building by which it loſt twenty 
cubits of its height, but what it is impoſſible to aſcertain, from 
the paſſage before us. It is abſurd to ſuppoſe the foundations 
ſunk twenty cubits, and that thus the building loſt twenty cubits 
of its height. Whatever the Hiſtorian might have meant to ex- 
preſs the text evidently appears to be imperfect. Was it the 
Terre motus at the time of our Saviours crucifixion that brought 
theſe twenty cubits down? The crafty Jew does not tel} us 
when this wonderful event happened, although he is particular 
enough in acquainting us with the time when they had intended 
to have rebuilt them. The event happened % ygora, but the 
rebuilding Was to have been «27a r* Ntrwyos HOMES » 


And 


1 
And it is this. The Hiſtorian tells us, Antiq. 
xI. 4. that in the ſeventh month after their 
return from Babylon, the firſt Step that the 
High Prieſt Joſhua took, together with Ze- 
rubbabel and their aſſociates, was to build 
the altar, which they placed exactly upon 
the ſame ſpot where the altar of the former 
Temple had ſtood, xa: zariozivaray Furiarngy 
ec & Ad pee 1 eavwrodeunev rer. But ſaith 
the Scripture, Ezra 111.6. ** the foundation of 
g the Temple of the Lord was not yet laid.“ 

| Here then, from this circumſtance of their 
placing the altar exactly upon the ſame ſpot 
where the former altar had ſtood, it is natural 
to conclude that the Jews at this time thought 
that they ſhould have been permitted to erect 
the new edifice exactly of the ſame dimen- 
| fions with the former Temple. But the de- 
cree directing otherwiſe they were obliged to 
confine themſelves to that, and to lay the 
foundations of the new Temple fixty cubits 
only in length. When therefore theſe founda- 
tions were laid, the diminutiveneſs of the in- - 
tended new Structure, in compariſon of the 
former, became fo palpable from the very 
great vacancy there would be between the 
Altar and the Temple, that it quite over- 

- powered thoſe Antients who remembered the 

former Temple, and they burſt into Tears. 


The 


( #] 
The language of Joſephus upon this occaſion 
is particular and decifive. ** Theſe Antients, 
he ſays, calling to mind the much greater 
% magnitude and ſplendor of the former 
« Temple Te TpoTepoy &c. MENILTON re nat 
46. ToAureAtgarey, and perceiving how wretch- 
* edly that which they were then about 
« would fall ſhort of it in both reſpects, 
e bro rr eydksg ego, they could not refrain 
„ from tears. And in the concluſion of this 
ſection he exprefles himſelf in theſe words, 
dre O Ge Toy ro TANTYYY WP 1X00, c THY Tov TAm= 
$85 Negev, 1 r pes SU gcο R itpece!, eO os edb- 
A EAATTOYTEOAI Tov vaoy R , Perrog, 0 
way. Words ſo politive, ſo deciſive, as theſe, 
leave us no room to doubt, if Joſephus 18 to 
be credited, that Zerubbabel's Temple was 
conſiderably leſs than the Temple of Solomon, 
and that this was the cauſe of that exceſſive 
Sorrow in the Prieſts and Elders, which he 
mentions. And as it was leſs, ſo is there no 
manner of room to doubt wherein this defi- 
ciency conſiſted. For the foundations of that 
part of the Temple which was deſtined to'be 
the Holy of Hohies were laid where the Holy 
of Holies of the former Temple had been, and 
contiguous to theſe were the foundations of the 
Sanctuary, which were carried on in conti- 
nuation to the extent in the whole together 
of Sixty Cubits. And this extent being leſs 
than 


„ 


than the extent of the former Temple the 


defect evidently was in a part of the Space 
before the Sanctuary, between the Sanctuary 
and the altar, which had been built upon by 
Solomon, and now was left a void Space and 


unoccupied. Here then it may fairly be pre- 
ſumed was the defect, the Tagmiannueoo referred 


to by Herod in his ſpeech which he was to 


rectify, and which we are warranted by Jo- 


ſephus to ſay was an extent of forty cubits; 
becauſe the Temple, which was before only 
fixty, was when Herod had finiſhed his ope- 
rations rendered one hundred cubits in length. 
And from hence we ſeem to be fully juſtified 
in concluding that this ſpace of forty cubits 


in length was that whereon the Prieſts were 


employed, and whereon they could not well 
have been employed for a leſs Space of time 
than that allotted them by the Hiſtorian, 


_ conſidering the great height to which the 


front of it was raiſed. And, laſtly, hence 


we may well be reconciled to the Hiſtorian's 
language when he ſays, eh To vu, Which 


might be ſaid with the greateſt propriety 
without implying in any reſpect that the 


whole ſtructure was taken down and a new 
one erected in its room, becauſe when Herod 


built theſe forty cubits he did then by this 
building make the Temple to be one hundred 


cubits in length. - However 


3 Ei 

However, to put the matter beyond all 
diſpute, and to prove that Joſephus; when 
he ſays that Herod raiſed the va& one hundred 
and twenty cubits in height, meant thereby 


rn 50ev, let the reader attend to what follows. 


The Hiſtorian lays TON NAON Neige, &c. ro 
0 ues £100 TEOTTOS obs TW Xpoves, ur El 

r FeprrArwn v rten, Ka Toro pv, cc r TOUS Nepwves 
rigobs, eeytipeih EYVOREEY, Conſequently it was 
the re (by whatever means it might have hap- 
pened) that loſt twenty cubits of its height, 
and it was the e which r 7ove Nepwves xi D 
they intended to have raiſed again. But what 
ſays the Hiſtorian, (Antiq. xx. 8.) when he 
tells us that the People perſuaded Agrippa 
to have this buſineſs accompliſhed? his words 
are, ere ror Paris THN ANATOAIKHN 


LTOAN ANETEIPATI. The porch was the 


Eaſtern part of the yas, and therefore is here 
called avariazry own to diſtinguiſh it from the 


other porticos which ſurrounded the Temple. 
This Ser therefore was decidedly the aeg 
which Herod yes &c. carer ore mm;av ro d 


o £8X0Ts TEPITTOS . This So Was the vac 
which loſt twenty cubits of its height, and 
this alſo was what in Nero's time they were 
ej“, T6eTuuTai, eeveyrpas tO have raiſed 
again. This teſtimony, it is imagined, will be 
thought final and concluſive.* 

* From the manner in which Joſephus repreſents Agrippa 
refuſing to comply with the requeſt of the Jews it is to be con- 


cluded that they wanted to have the whole gos taken down and 


rebuilt, but this he would by no means conſent to ; the matter 
however 
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If then the Temple was through the de- 
crees of Cyrus and Darius built incomplete, 
and ſuch the Hiſtorian aſſures us it was. If 
it was incomplete, becauſe it had not the ſame 
extent and height as Solomon's, and ſuch the 
Hiſtorian ſays was the fact. If the Jews, 
after the decrees of Cyrus and Darius, ceaſed 
to be of any farce, found no favourable oppor- 
tunity prior to the time of Herod of erecting 
thoſe additional buildings, which were ne- 
ceſſary to its completion. If Herod, moreover, 
undertakes to make theſe additions at his own 
expence, and to complete the Temple, and 
rEAn odr 7% Nec evriGuay, as the teſtimony | 
of Joſephus is, what ſtronger, what more de- 
ciſive evidence can we wiſh for, that Agyaws 
Heut doth not ſignify, in the intention of 
Joſephus, the foundations of the whole 
Structure. The words uren ro vo, wherewith 
Herod opens his deſign to the people, ought 
to be very particularly attended to, they per- 
vade the remainder of his {peech to the end, 
and all that he intimates his intention to do 
was to be done rer r vw, till in the end he 
however was afterwards compromiſed, and jt was agreed to un- 
derprop the building and raiſe again the twenty cubits which 
had fallen down, for which the King made ample proviſion, but 
che war intervening the buſineſs never was completed. The 
words, . & 5 ger Tov gude Ig, & c. to c ligen, ſeem to 
be an interpolation. Had they been intended as deſcriptive of 
_ the AzaraXory rom, Jolephus would not have ſaid Tov cg lege, but 
either 2» #y air , rex, Or imply m os n Soc. 1 As the words 

ſtand at preſent they ſeem to have to have nothing to do with 
the Subject. | | | 5 
| ſays 


ſays of it that he would re aT Ov eu 
But was the way to do this to take it down 
and build another in its room? was this the 
way to complete the building then ſtanding ? 
was this the way to ſupply its deficiencies in 
point of height and magnitude? ſurely words 
muſt have loſt their uſual force, and common 
ſenſe be at a ſtand under ſuch a ſuppoſition, 
becauſe it makes the completion of a building 
(that is partly erected) according to its origi- 
nal plan, ſignify juſt the ſame as the entire de- 
molition of it, and thus to complete and to de- 
moliſh will have tha ſame idea, which cannot be. 
If it be aſked what preciſely were the 
foundations which Herod removed, if they 
were not the foundations of the whole Tem- 
ple; the anſwer muſt be, that Joſephus hath 
no where ſpecified what they were, they 
might be for any thing we know to the con- 
trary the remaining foundations of Solomon's 
Temple, or they might be the foundations 
of the ruined Porch, if it is true that Jaſon did 
deſtroy it by fire, and it never was rebuilt 
afterwards. But if this fact is denied (and 
indeed it ſeems to reſt only on the teſtimony 
of the unknown Author of the ſecond book 
of Maccabees) and the Porch was ſtill ſtand- 
ing to the Sanctuary, then moſt probably it 
was this Porch, which Herod was xzaSFauprouw, 
and whoſe foundations he was obliged to re- 
Ca move 


LEY 

move in order to erect a more extenſive and 
magnificent one, and which ſhould render 
the whole rc one hundred cubits in length, 
and equal in its extent to that of Solomon's, 
which was the thing that he undertook to do. 
And here the Author cannot help remark- 
ing how eaſily the . miſtake, concerning 
Herod's having entirely new built the Tem- | 
ple, might have originated, and have paſſed | 
current through the world even to our own 
times. The Porch, as we have already ſeen, 
is by Joſephus ſtyled rey vac, and this there 
does not ſeem to be the leaſt reaſon to doubt 
was all. of Herod's building, new from the 
Ground. The Jews therefore of courſe in 
ſpeaking of it, and in order to diſtinguiſh it 
from what was built, vr ru aywy reÞyray, 
would call it Herod's Temple, or vans, or per- 

haps as the Talmudiſts are ſaid to ſpeak of it, 
| Herod's marble Temple; and this language 
deſcending from age to age would in the flux 
of time, after the Temple was deſtroyed, and 
the_reaſon of the appellation forgotten, ſeem 
to intimate that the whole ſtructure was of 
Herod's building, and Joſephus having ex- 
preſſed himſelf in ſo lax a way upon the ſub- 
ject, and without the neceſſary ſpecifications, 
the notion would from thence ſeem to be 
fully eſtabliſhed. Thus we ſee how eaſily, and 
from what trifling cauſes, errors may ariſe. 
2 The 


[wu 


The Anke does not pretend to affirm that 
the Error did ariſe from hence, but as it cer- 
tainly is a poſſible cauſe, ſo no other being 
aſſigned, it may be eſteemed a very probable 
one. An error the Author is firmly perſuad- 
ed the notion is which aſcribes to Herod the 
entire new building of the Temple, and if he 
doth not deceive himſelf, he thinks it is 
abundantly proved in this and the preceding 
publication upon the ſame ſubject. The 
known attachment of the Jews to whatever 
was done for them under the ſuperintendence 
of their Holy Prophets, their known and 
and rigid zeal "for their Temple and its ſacred 
laws, and the abſolute want of any manner 
of neceſſity for a new ſtructure, do all ſo 
loudly proclaim the impoffibility of a new 
ſtructure having been erected, that even if the 
contrary had been aſſerted by the moſt re- 
ſpectable Hiftorian that ever wrote, it ought 
to have gained no credit. Joſephus, who, 
from the inattention of his readers, hath for 
ſuch a length of time been ſuppoſed to aſſert 
the contrary, it now appears aſſerts nothing 
of the kind. All that he fays is, that the 
Temple when it was built was not completed 
according to the plan of the original Temple 
of Solomon, that the Jews, never prior to the 
days of Herod, found any favourable opportu- 
nity of completing it. That Herod, for the 


C 3 pur- 


3 
purpoſe perhaps of ingratiating himfelf with 
them, and to gratify his own vanity, undertook 
to complete it for them at his own ex- 
pence; that he did it, and thereby made the 
Temple, which by the decrees of the Perſian 
Emperors was to be forty cubits ſhort, 1 in its 
dimenſions of the Temple of Solomon, one 
hundred cubits in length. In the courſe of 
his narrative he calls the part new built by 
Herod rei va, becauſe being within the fifth 
partition, and attached to the Sanftuary and 
Holy of Holies, it became a portion of that 
ſtructure, and therefore had the title of 
vacs belonging to it as truly as any other parts 
of the ſtructure. -It is true; when the parts 
of the ſtructure were diſcriminately ſpoken 
of, vacs was the title of the middle part or Sanc- 
tuary, whereby it was diſtinguiſhed from the 


Porch or Holy of Holies, but when not uſed 


as a mark of diſcrimination it compriſed the 
whole of the ſtructure juſt as the word 
church doth with us, which comprehenſively 
ſignifies the whole fabrick, though, when 

uſed as a mark of diſtinction, 1s applicable | 
only to the Nave, a term which as ſome think 
ſeems to be derived from the word under con- 
ſideration. Now as the word is a term for the 
whole ſtructure, ſo whatever Was done to any 
part of the ſtructure would with propriety be 


tad to be done to the yew. Hence, when 
= Herod 


L 


Herod means that he would not take the 
Porch down till he had gotten every thing 
ready for completing his whole plan, Joſe- 
phus uſes the terms xaFacooay roy va, in like 
manner, he ſays, Ts d yas dia Twy Iepewy od — 
undFev)os, ſo xarackium Ts vas, wes Tov vow, and 
this with ſtrict propriety, and intelligible 
enough by his cotemporaries, though ſo miſe- 
rably miſunderſtood by after ages. 


And here a conjecture may be hazarded con- 


cerning the ſignification of the words Leo and 
nog, the firſt whereof ſeems to be more com- 
prehenfive than the other, and to fignify the 
Whole of the ſtructure from end to end. And 
the other ſeems to be appropriate to the 


buildings only within the fifth partition, in- 


cluding perhaps the Porticoes with which the 
rs was ſurrounded. Ie is Locus ſacer, and 
as ſuch with propriety comprehends the whole 
ſtructure; the e being as truly locus ſacer as 
any other part. But „as, if derived as it com- 
monly is derived from v, ſignifies the place 
inhabited by the ſacred object; and where 
the Deity diſplayed his Glory, it therefore is 
applicable to that part only of the Sacred 
place where this Glory was diſplayed, conſe- 
quently the word has a limited ſenſe and does 
not comprehend the whole ſtructure. It ſig- 


nifies only that part of it which David, 


PC. xxvi. 8. ſtiles the habitation of Gad's 
_ Houſe, and the place where his Glory dwell- 
C % 
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[ 40 ] 
oth. That vas, taken in a difcriminating ſenſe, 
fignifies the ſanctuary is thus proved from 
Joſephus, Antiq. VIII. 4. THY 4 AuXxviav Kay Thy 
rohe x TOY Bowe Fey xv £5194) EN TO. 
NAQ: 2s 7s adurs, &c. where yas decidedly 
ſignifies the ſanctuary i in contradiſtinction to 
the Holy of Holies; and that taken in its 
compreheafive ſenfe it fignifies 1 the whole of 
the ſacred building, that was within the fifth 
artition, is thus alfo proved from what fol- 

| E preſently after the above quoted paſſage, 
To 0: Fur 45 yon T0 Ne 15174 TIPO TOY 
' NAOY ANTIKPY THE ®YPAE, &c: If the 
Brazen altar was placed apo 78 vas, if it was 
placed enrixgy Th gogas 78 vas, then the term 
rares, as it is inapplicable either to the place of 
the altar or any of the buildings beyond it, ſo 
is it limited to thoſe buildings which were 
within 7x Ginas, the whole of which taken 
together were denominated the vu, and hence, 
as hath been already obſerved, whatever was 
done to any part of it was ſaid to be done to the 
yes, and thus Joſephus uſeth the word without 
intending to ſignify by any means that Herod 
took down the whole Temple, and new built 
it. In the Evzdence the Author not having 
conſidered the ſignification of the word 
es, ſo throughly as he ought to have done, 
takes this opportunity of acknowledging his 
miſtake in that he hath there given a more 
enlarged 


( 42 } 


enlarged ſenſe of the word than it ſeems ca- 
pable of admitting. If in travelling through 


an unbeaten track, without thoſe reſources. 


with which other literary travellers are en- 
couraged in their purſuits, the Author hath 
in ſome inſtances deviated from exactneſs, he 
muſt look for his apology in the candor of 
thoſe learned perſons who know what diffi- 
culties attend the inveſtigation of truth after 


it has been concealed hr ages in the intri- 


cacies of miſtake and error. 

Pp pon the whole then it appears, from what 
has been ſaid i in this and the preceding pub- 
lication upon the ſubject, that Zerubbabel's 
Temple never was taken down and rebuilt by 
Herod. It appears likewiſe, that on a ſuppo- 


fition of the contrary, Joſephus muſt have 


been guilty of greater inconſiſtencies and con- 
tradictions than it is conceivable any writer 
| could be with his eyes open, and upon a fact 

with which he muſt neceſſarily be ſo well ac- 
quainted. And, laſtly, there ſeems to be very 
little reaſon to doubt but that the language 

of the Hiſtorian, which has been interpreted 


of a new ſtructure by Herod, never was in- 


tended by him to convey any ſuch meaning, 


but is ſignificant only of a reform of the 


Temple with additions and an enlargement 
of it. And this being granted, the Author's 


end 
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end is obtained, and the Prophecy of Haggai 
becomes entirely freed from the objection 
which certainly did lye againft it from the 
ſuppoſed teſtimony of Joſephus. It was the 
Author's chief obje& to free the Prophecy 
from the objection, and therefore if he hath 
done this he is ſatisfied whether praiſe or cen- 
fure attends him in the execution of it. 
The latter, indeed, he hath very plentifully 
experienced at the hands of the Reverend 
Mr. T. Burgeſs, who, as it were from an 
Eminence, deals out his chaftiſements with an 
unwearied hand, p. 35—42. He repreſents 
the Author as having no other knowledge of 
the Greek text of Joſephus but what was 
derived from the Latin tranſlation, p. 19. he 
repreſents him as pretending things of conſe- 
quence to the argument to be in Joſephus, 
which are not thee, p. 20. as miſleading and 
deceiving his reader, p. 55. as advancing his 
opinion with a poſitive deciſion which reſiſted | 
all enquiry, and ſuch a want of proof to his 
Evidence as precluded fair compariſon, p. 42. 
as talking nonſenſe, Dedic. as unjuſtly vilifying 
Joſephus, p. 56. as abuſing men of the higheſt 
literary character, p. 15. as contradicting the 
Scripture, and in a word, Dedic. and p. 8. as 
undermining the very foundations of Chriſti- 
anity. What mal! the Author lay, tot tant if 


QUE 


[ 43 ] 
The author ſays he will not fo greatly 
— the judgement of the reader as to make 
any formal anſwer to them, but will content 
himſelf with a few curſory obſervations on 
Mr. Burgeſs's performance. 
Mr. Burgeſs s introductory pages are chiefly 
relative to a pamphlet entitled, Remarks on the 
Biſhop of  Exeter's, &c. interpretation of the pro- 


phecy of Haggai, which he ſuppoſes to have 


been written by the Author of the Evidence. 
But what this hath to do with the Evidence 
that Joſephus is either falſe or milinterpreted 
the Author owns he does not perceive. Were 
theſe remarks the cauſe of Mr. B's publica- 


tion? moſt probably they were, But if that 


was the caſe Mr. B. certainly did not act with 
that neceſſary degree of t rudence and caution 
| which Authors generally obſerve, who wiſh 
to have the motives of their publication kept 
out of ſight. Had he been clever he would 
not have dropped the leaſt hint either about 
the remarks or the Sermon that occaſioned 


them, and then no diſcovery would have 


been made; but Mr. Burgers hath adopted 
a different conduct, and, the conſequence is, 
people will think whatever they may ſay. 


Mr. B. was likewiſe imprudent in men- 
tioning either the ſermon or remarks, becauſe 


moſt probably the learned Biſhop would wiſh 
to have them both buried i in oblivion. 


He 
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He was injudicious alſo i in endeavouring to 
perpetuate his Lordſhip's interpretation of the 
prophecy in the manner he has done, p. 6. 
Where, after having mentioned three other 
modes of applying it, as a fourth mode he 
urges in the following terms: ** Ozhers (faith 
*< he) apply it neither to the external magni- 
* tude or ſplendor of the Temple, nor to the 
*« perſonal appearance of the Meſſiah, but 
< allegorically as the preſent Bis Ho os Ex- 
« ETER. Who does he mean by OTHERS? 
Surely the worthy Biſhop is not a plurality 
of Beings. He is alone and fingular, and if 
we may uſe ſuch an expreſſion upon ſuch an 
occaſion, he is unitarian in his interpretation, 
there being no other, as far as we know, that 
has either adopted it, or that concurs with 
his Lordſhip. Such injudicious attempts to- 
wards a juſtification of thoſe to whom we 
wiſh well merit no thanks. The ingenious 
Prelate himſelf muſt diſdain ſuch ſupport, 
and doubtleſs ſays of Mr. Burge/s, as my Lord 
Granby ſaid of Sir William Draper, when 
he had hooked his Lordſhip into his contro- 
verſy with Junius. 40 Why could not he let 
* me alone.“ | 
Diſmiſſing chen the introductory pages let us 
now proceed to Mr. Burgeſs's criticiſms. That 
on ara ⁰jd 3, as allo on re @av egyer, hath 
been 


18 
been already noticed Indeed the former, he ſays, 
' ſhould be zdl2oxwvaryy, and not as in the printed 
text. So let it be then, for as to the ſenſe it 
does not fignify a ruſh whether it is the one of 
the other. p. 52, Mr. B. interprets f, not 
/o high, which being rather a new interpreta- 
tion of the word we muſt leave him to make 
it out as he can. Tareuorepes is the word that 
ſignifies dimination of height, the ſignifica- 
tion of early is diminution of magnitude, 
whether in quantity or number, as may be 
ſcen without the pedantry of quotations in 
almoſt every Greek Author. The criticiſm, 
p. 35. ON 6 vac & Tgrw, together with errors 
faid to be adopted thro' inadvertence in the 
Evidence, the Author owns he doth not un- 
derſtand, it may be true, or it may be other- 
wiſe. If he adopted the tranſlation of Leo by 
Sanfuarium. How is it that he ſays vac is the 
Sanctuary? and how could the tranſlating Tz 
Sanctuarium, millead him to put the lame ex- 
cluſive ſenſe upon vacs, 
The ſuggeſtion accompanying the above 
criticiſm is indeed plain enough, too plain 
not to be diſmiſſed with that compaſſion to 
which ſuch ſuggeſtions are entitled. The 
words, 5 e & Ts&rw, Which are tranſlated Hæc 
erat desc, Mr. B. fays, it is but juſtice to the 
tranſlator to ſuppoſe is an error of the preſs 
tor Bic Vin hoc atrio erat if des, by which he 
means 
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attention, and he objects to what the Author 


1 


means that the es was in the court of the 
Prieſts, p. 34. And in juſtice to Mr. Burgeſ; 
let us hope that he was aſleep, or by ſome 
other means bereft of his intelligence, when he 
wrote this. The va was not in the court of 
the Prieſts, but beyond it, the place of the 
altar intervening between it and that court. 
It was ſituated at the Weſtern extremity of 
the whole ſtructure, within its own proper 
precincts, ſurrounded with its own Portico's, 


and partitioned off from the reſt, and was 


entered into from the place of the altar by a 


very grand ſuperb Gate. The tranſlator, if 


he rendered the paſſage at all, could not have 
rendered it otherwiſe than he hath done, and {| 
had he rendered it hic erat des muſt have 

proved himſelf a moſt conſummate fimpleton. 
The Author owns himſelf to have been miſ- 
taken with regard to the application of ò v « 
72. The Text in this place ſeems to be corrupt, 
and probably we ought to read 5 ves evdelepes 
erg, and thus the words rxrœs eis dera rv Tprwn, 
&c. will become intelligible; and what 


Herod was prohibited from entering will be 


the vas, the place of the altar and the court 
of the Prieſts. It might have been as well 
perhaps if Mr. Burgeſs had made himſelf a 
little better acquainted with Joſephus and his 
ſubje& before he had publiſhed his remarks. 

The word Agxcuss likewiſe engages Mr. B. 


of 


„„ 


of the Evidence ſays ſeems to be implied in it. 5 


* Obſerve the Author does not ſay is implied, 
but merely ſeems to be implied in it. So that 
he evidently laid no great ſtreſs on it, and of 
courſe it required no particular remark. Mr. 
B. however has thought it worthy of his ob- 
ſervation, as affording him a good opportu- 
nity of referring to Xenophon's Oeconomicus, 
and of recommending it very ſtrongly to the 

* The Author begs leave here to mention that he has net by 
any means renounced his hypotheſis concerning agyaizs Jiang 
26 an improbable one, kis intention Having been in the forego- 
ing part of the pamphlet only to fhew that even without its aſſiſt- 
ance it may clearly be evidenced that the Hiſtorian has been miſ- 
interpreted. The Author ſtill continues to think that by Aga 


Izc62a8; Jolephus meant the foundations originally laid by Solomon, 
he is confirmed in his opinion from the manner in which the Hiſ- 


torian generally applies the word apyzig. If he would expreſs 


any thing of an indeterminate antiquity, the origin of which is 
either unknown, or to which he does not mean to refer, he uſes 
the word vis. But when he would expreſs what is of a 
known and determinate antiquity, from its firſt and certain 
origin, he then uſes the word agya;. Thus Agxainoyia Tedmmy 
ſigniſies the Jewiſh Antiquities from their firſt origin. Thus, 
Antiq. x1.6. he makes Artaxerxes ſay, in the letter which he 
wrote in favour of the Jews, uro d vx ex r apxatoTepwr, &c- 


by which he means the original records of the Perſian Empire. 


Thus again, Antiq. x1. 4. a wizperas T2 , the ſplen- 


dor and glory of the Temple from its firſt exſtruction by Solo- 


mon. And not to multiply inſtances needleſsly in his deſcrip- 


tion of Jeruſalem, De Bello v. 4. by Agyaer reise he means 


the wall which was firſt and originally built by David and Solo- - 


mon. His words are decidedly to this purpoſe, rar Je gναά rerxws 


To fle APXAION, &C. ray xagrrgws EAEAOMHTO AABIAOY TE 


KAI ZOAOMNNOE, &c. This uſage of the word ſeems to leave 
little room to doubt but that he meant, by agg Het, the 
firſt foundations originally laid by Solomon. Still, however, the 
Author ſubmits this matter to the judgment of others who are 
more competent to decide upon it than kimſelf. He that would 


ſee more of the Hiſtorian's mode of applying the word axe 


may conſult his Books againſt Apion. 
_ reader. 
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reader. What if he was to fit down and pub- 
liſn an Engliſh tranſlation of it, then the 
Country Gentleman, and Country Farmer 
might profit by the excellent precepts it gives 
of rural and domeſtic Oeconomy. But it is 
imagined at preſent very few of them under- 
ſtand Greek. The quotation (Rem. p. 32.) 
from this very excellent tract, is in order to 
eſtabliſh a ſignification of the word Axes, 
which it is preſumed it never had & agxrs. It 
is contended that its ſignification is that which 
immediately precedeth, His words are theſe, 
« Apyaas rie does not mean their antient 
value, the value of very remote times (for 
& {ſuch a difference of value Iſchomachus 
* would probably not have thought any proof 
cc of their ſkill) but the value which the 
e eſtates had in the hands of thoſe who poſ- 

« ſeſſed them immediately before the Iſcho- 
e machi. So Aprau; Jeprnuc; means merely the 
c foundations which were before the era had 
c been laid.” This is curious, and ſhews how 
eaſy it 1s for men to impoſe upon themſelves, | 
on a ſuppoſition that they do not intend to 
impoſe upon others. The foundations which 
Herod removed were certainly thoſe which 
were there immediately before others were 
laid, and becauſe they were, therefore it 
ſeems the word Aya fignifies as much. But 


$4uca alone, without the aid of apxa4cu, would 
have 


tan! 


have ſignified all this. Herod could not poſ- 


ſibly have removed any foundations but ſuch. 


as were there immediately before he removed 


them. But we will not carry this any farther. 


It is a diſagreable ſight to ſee a man impoſing 
upon himſelf. The ſignification of Ab Rules Is 
original, even from the remoteſt origin. In 
its uſage always carries with it the idea of the 
firſt beginning of a thing, though of the 
moſt diſtant Antiquity. RecolleR, Sir, the 
title of Joſephus's Antiquities, and try if you 
can make Apxawayey ſquare with your ſuggeſ- 
tion. Apxaias Tins ſignifies original value, 
the value the eſtates ever had, which for any 
thing we know to the contrary, and moſt 
probably might have been the fame for ages 
before, they came into the hands of the Iſ- 
chomachi, and Aoxaiu Feuer, the original 
foundations, but certainly they were thoſe, 
which, as you ingeniouſly obſerve, were there 


before Herod had removed them, or elſe it 
would be very . Enough however of 


this. 
Proceed we to another piece of curious 


criticiſm. <©** The Author of the Evidence 


« (ſays Mr. B. p. 47.) ſuppoſes that there is 
« a difference between the ws, and the whole 
* y4%, but does not eſtabliſh the difference by 
« ſufficient _atthority. The ſuppoſition is 
" * on a falſe punctuation of the paſ- 

D e ſage 
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« ſage before quoted, re eau de Nat Fon 
Ec ig Toy eu rr &, 7 pos aAvaAAoyiev £7 T1d:uwy, 
& &c. Before I had ſeen Hudſon's note I had 
te corrected the punctuation, as it is there 


68 propoſed, TEA CAE dt A Foois {HEY HS Toy 
© yo, AMATO Tp05 AvVLACYIOV eTiThdeuws.” What 


an inſtance have we here of a profound and | 
erudite mind, and of what prodigious conſe- 
quence is this information! Mr. Burgeſs be- 
fore he had ſeen Hudſon's note had corrected 
the punctuation. as it is there propoſed, 7. e. 
he had removed the comma from arayle to 
vi@v, à very arduous and furpriſing operation 
truly. But what is this note of Hudſon's ? 
It is, Eſt qui fic diſtinguit,” adding the 
paſſage with the comma removed. The 
future Editors, it is to be hoped, will a- 
mend the note and let it be henceforward, 
Sunt qui fic diſtinguunt, &c. and thus it 
will obtain a greater degree of reſpectability, 
for at preſent it ſeems to have been inſerted 
by Hudſon merely to gratify ſome troubleſome 
and minute Critic whom he could not other- 
wiſe get rid of. Hudſon ſurely muſt have had 
too ſtrong a feeling of the Greek language to 
have inſerted ſuch a note as this with appro- 
bation. Moreover (ſays Joſephus) he ſur- 
« rounded the whole Temple with magnifi- 
cent Porticoes carefully regulating them in 
* one uniform, conſiſtent, and correſponding 


* manner, or as we ſhould now ſay in the 
. ſane 


LSE] 

te ſame ſtyle and order of Architecture.“ 
Exrirndtuuy relates to Tas Seas underſtood, and 
there is no manner of occaſion for combinin 
it with 47avre, and thereby makin g bald Greek 
of the paſſage. | 

However, not to offend Mr. B. who ſays 
he never met with «e7:71d0:vay without its ſubject 
expreſſed, let him take Toy v2 aravre, as its 
ſubject, * carefully attending to the ſtyle in 
„ which the whole „e, was built, he ſur- 
«© rounded it $5925 piyi5as,” but this is only 
ſuggeſted in order to pacify Mr, Burgeſs $ 
great critical penetration. 

If this Gentleman will turn to Antiq. viiI. 
z. he will ſee that the Hiſtorian thinks 
it neither abſurd nor unneceſſary to joyn 
aura with va. His words are, ge S 
Arayres roy vey, GCC. ume Tis guys r& XDUTS Tay- 
TaxFy Peppers, and as good fortune will have 
it, no critical nibbler hath been here, for it 
is without an eff qui fic diſtinguit. | | 
But Mr. Barge/s hath three reaſons why 
this tremendous comma ſhould be removed 
from «Trarre to v The firit is, becauſe if 
1405 mean the vas properly fo called, then ares 
is unneceſſarily joined with it, for it can add 
nothing to its ſignification. Let us interpoſe 
with a ſuppoſition which will be a full anſwer 
to what Mr. B. calls his firſt reaſon. Suppoſe 
the word, which in its ſtricteſt ſenſe ſignifies 
D 2 only 


18 Þ 
only a part of the Structure, ſhouts at times 
be uſed to ſignify the whole of it. Will not 
the word eres be neceſſarily joined with it in 
this latter caſe. Moſt undoubtedly it will. 
Mr. Burgeſs's ſecond reaſon is couched in 
theſe terms. © If aeg ever mean the whole 


„ j5poy * (as it certainly ſometimes does) when 
5e connected with azas, it cannot mean Less.” 
Which ſurpriſing diſcovery, it is preſumed, 
Mr. B. made by the aſſiſtance of that little 
ſagacity and learning which he mentions with 
ſo much ſelf ſatisfaction in his dedication. 
The author of the Evidence begs leave with 
great alacrity to ſubſcribe to Mr. B's deciſion, 
and is clearly of-opinion that if a thing means 
the whole, when joined with aras,. it cannot 
mean LESS. It is farther added by Mr. B. 
<* as the whole iy includes the 5oai, it would 
te be abſurd to ſay that the c. ſurrounded the 
* i2poy.” Does this Gentleman then think when 
the words Corpus college include the ſur- 
rounding walls of it, that it would be abſurd 
to ſay the walls which ſurrounded Corpus 


* Is Mr, Burge/s quite ſure of what he here ſays? It might 
not be amiſs if he was to conſider again this poſitive aſſertion. 
lego undoubtedly ſometimes, comprehends the whole fabrick. 
But we muſt have ſome better proof than Mr. Burgeſs's; as it 
certainly ſometimes does, before we ſubſcribe to the opinion \thkt 
nue ever means the whole Tzgoy. It is preſumed Mr. B. is aware 
there is a difference between the Isg, and r ay Igor, the 
latter is certainly ſometimes meant by vas, but when the for- 

mer is meant by it he ſhould have pointed out to us. . 
college 
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| 1 $3 J 
college. If he does he muſt be left to think 
ſuo more. „ | 
Mr. B's third reaſon is too obſcure to be 
made any thing of. Either the Printer has 
left ſomething out, or Mr. B. has forgotten to 
put ſomething in. His words are, But 
% while aas is either unneceſſarily or abſurdly 
« joined with ves it is abſolutely neceſſary to 
the conſtruction of the following words 7ges 
« 2rancyzv, &c.” The queſtion here is, what 
is abſolutely neceflary ? on this ſubject Mr. B. 
is totally ſilent, and we are left to make it out 
as we can. Surely he doth not mean to refer 
us back to that moſt dreadful comma again, 
it is a long, long way off. And how it can 
belong to or be made uſe of as a ſupplement 
to this ſentence is not eaſy to perceive. Be 
this however as it may, the ſentence as it 
ſtands at preſent conveys no kind of intelli- 
gence. It may be the beſt for any thing we 
know of all Mr. B's. reaſons. But as we are 
not enabled to form any judgement, either 
one way or the other, we muſt let this matter 
reſt as it is, unleſs, indeed, we ſuppoſe it re- 
lates to @Tes, and then all we can ſay is, IT is 
ſtrangely expreſſed. 

Ci Tas damavds run Tow U αοοονeͥ, ws xn 
4 Ye rig tdonet TOV n ETLKEKODT RIYHEVDAL, Mr. Bur- 
geſs tranſlates this paſſage (p. 54.) thus, 
„And ſo far exceeded the expence of his 

= D 3 » predeceſſors, 
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60 1 that no other perſon ſeemed 
« to have had any ſhare in the ſtructure and 


* ornament of the Temple.” To this curious 
tranſlation is ſubjoyned the following as cu- 


rious note, As Herod's operations were not 


« merely ornamental, even if he had only 
e repaired the Temple, and much leſs if he 


« entirely rebuilt it, exornaſſe, or ornament- 


ed, ſeems inadequate to the original term 
*© enmexoopmnuerc. In xc the ideas of Beauty 
e and Ornament are ſecondary to the ideas of 
& Order and Structure. Homer (ſo valuable 
on every other account, as well as in all 


_ © enquiries into the Greek language) uſes 


* u in the primary ſenſe only. Heſychius: 
e Auen; Treo as” HN g xe N- 
ce Tarxim. As Ornament alone is every way in- 
« adequate to the meaning of Joſephus, in 
ce the tranſlation of :7::xoounuua, I have in- 


e cluded both ideas of Structure and Orna- 


* ment.” You have, indeed, Sir, and you 
have likewiſe but too ſadly ſhewn, that you 
are unacquainted with the meaning of the 
word, or with the force of et in compoſition. 


The Author however will not enlarge upon 


this as he might, or enter any farther into 
Mr. Burgeſs's criticiſms, erixexcouna is or- 
natum ADDIDISSE. | 
The argumentative parts of Mr. B's re- 
marks, detached from his criticiſms, are not 
8 | many 


g 

many, p. 22. he attempts to make an objec- 
tion to what the Author of the Evidence laid 
ſome ſtreſs upon, namely, that the Antients, 
when they ſaw the foundations of the ſecond 
Temple laid, wept with a loud voice: this 
he thought they would not have done if thoſe 
foundations had been laid in the ſame extent 
as the former. Mr. B. upon this occaſion is 
defirous of ſaying ſomething that looks like 
oppoſition, .but not being able to make much 
of it, after he has ſuggeſted ſome other cauſes 
of their being ſo much affected, concludes 
thus, © However it ſeems to be purely a 
e queſtion of taſte which every reader will 
* beſt determine by his own feelings.” The 
Author of the evidence ſays it is not a queſ- 
tion of taſte, but a queſtion of facts, where- 
on he appeals to the intelligence of every 
reader. 

iſt, Whether the Antients did weep when 
they ſaw the foundations laid ? 

2. Whether theſe Antients were not men 
who had ſeen the firſt Temple ? 

. Whether the Scripture doth not moſt 

olaindy i intimate that they wept from a recol- 
lection of the former Temple ? | 

4. Whether they would „ from 
a recollection of that former Temple, if when 


the foundations of the ſecond were laid before 
their 
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1 
their eyes they had not ſeen ſomething there 
convincing them that in its ſtructure it never 
could be equal to the firſt ? : 

F. Whether it is probable, nay poſſible, 
that there could be any thing in the founda- 
tions that could lead them to think this, ex- 
cept that they were not laid in the lame ex- 
tent? „ | 5 
If the foundations were laid in the ſame 


extent the Temple of courſe would have the 


ſame magnitude as the former, and conſe- 
quently in that reſpect would be equal to it. 


If they were not laid in the ſame extent 


then it would not have the ſame magnitude, 
and in that reſpect would not be equal to it. 
In the latter caſe it might well make them 
burſt into tears when they ſaw how much 
leſs ſpace of Ground their new Temple would 
occupy than the former, and what a bauble 
it would be in compariſon to it: but in the 
former caſe there is no ground or pretext 
whatever for their ſorrow. Their tears flow- 
ed, the Scriptures tell us, becauſe they /aw 


the new foundations, and had ſeen the for- 
mer houſe, therefore they flowed from a com- 


pariſon of the one with the other ; but com- 
pariſon there could be none between them 
as yet except in the extent of the founda- 
tions, and if that extent was the ſame in both, 

what 


CK] 
what could poſſeſs theſe antient fathers that 
they wept with a loud voice? The reſt of 
the people, who had ſeen nothing of the 
former, ſhouted for joy when they ſaw the 
foundations of their new Temple laid ; but 
the antients, who had ſeen the former Houſe, 
and who ought in reafon to have ſhouted 
louder than the reſt if they had ſeen the foun- 
dations laid in an equal extent with Solo- 
mon's, wept with a loud voice. Muft there 
not have been ſome certain and determinate 
cauſe of this? And muſt not that cauſe have 
had its origin in the foundations which they 
ſaw laid, and what other cauſe of ſorrow 
could there be in the ſight of the foundations, 
except that they were laid upon ſo much leſs 
a ſcale than thoſe of the former Temple ? 


Had they been laid upon the ſame ſcale there 


might have been room to hope that the new 
Temple might in proceſs of time be equal in 
magnificence to the former, but if laid upon 
a leſs ſcale it cut off all their hopes at once. 
Their new Temple never could be equal to 
the former, becauſe, however otherwiſe it 
might be decorated, it could not be of the 
ſame magnitude by nearly one half ; which 
one would think, was reaſon enough for their 
being ſo much affected, without having re- 


courſe 


L 
courſe to Mr. Burgeſs's aſſociation of melan- 
cholly reflections, or his 1 e 
from Euripides. ks 
Mr. Burgeſs's next obſervation is as new as 
it is extraordinary. He admits, p. 25. that 
Haggai 11. 3. has always been conſidered as 
a manifeſt proof of the inferiority, of Zerub- 
babel' s Temple, but how it could be con- 
fidered as ſuch he is at a loſs to conceive. 
He tells us that, through the oppoſition of 
their enemies, the Jews had been obliged to 
ceaſe from carrying on the building of the 
Temple, that it had lain for fourteen years 
in a ruinous and deſolate condition, and that as 
it lay in this condition the Prophet Haggai is 
fent to them with this queſtion, * who is 
« left among you that ſaw this Houſe in her 
ce firſt Glory, and how do ye ſee it now? Is 
* it not in your eyes in compariſon of it as 
* nothing?” 2. e. according to Mr. B. are 
not theſe ruins as nothing in compariſon of 
Solomon's Temple! A wile queſtion truly 
for the Prophet to aſk. Who ever thought of 
comparing a heap of ruins with the Temple 
of Solomon, and much leſs of aſking whether 
the ſaid ruins were not vaſtly inferior even as 
nothing in compariſon of it. Doubtleſs, if the 


Prophet's queſtion was made, as it is here 
repreſented, 


[ 59. ] 

repreſented, the Prophecy is no proof of the 
inferiority of Zerubbabel's Temple. 

In the ſecond ſection of Mr. B's remarks, 
p. 28, 29. the Author of the Evidence is 
charged with deſerting the only legitimate 
teſt in determining the meaning of Joſephus. 
In reply the Author begs leave to ſay for 
himſelf that he did not intend to deſert it, 
nor doth he apprehend he hath done ſo. It 
has generally been thought that the beſt way 
of aſcertaining the ſenſe of an Author is by 
comparing what he ſays in one place with 
what he ſays in another upon the ſame ſub- 
ject. And as the Author had done this he 
thought he could hardly be charged with 
having deſerted the only legitimate teſt. But 
it ſeems Mr. B's teſt is a Critico grammati- 
cal examination of the words of an Author 
independent of the Senſe. Is not this Gen- 
tleman too cloſe a diſciple of Scaliger ? Sca- 
liger was certainly a very clever fellow, but 
he had his peculiarities, and in the heat and 
fire of his diſpoſition would often aſſert too 
dogmatically. Sufficif ei (as Mr. Burgeſs 
quotes him) qui auctores omnes probe vult in- 
telligere, eſſẽ bonum Grammaticum. But this 
in fact is not true, for a man may be a very 
good Grammarian and yet not underſtand an 


Author. It is one thing to underſtand the 
conſtruc- 


1 

conſtruction and formation of words (the 
province of a Grammarian) and another. to 
underſtand the combination of words in ſen- 
tences, and of ſentences in a diſcburſe and its 
argument, and Scaliger's Grammarian might 
be extremely defective here although very ex- 
pert in the mere conſtruction and formation 
of ſimple words. It certainly is a very va- 
luable and neceſſary requiſite for a Scholar 
that he ſhould be a Grammarian, but if this 
is his utmoſt he will fall very ſhort of that 
character which conſtitutes a man of learning ; 
for as Scaliger truly intimates non omnes dotts: 
viros effe Grammaticos. So equally true and 
certain is it, non omnem Grammaticum efſe doc- 
tum virum. N e 
Pe. 56. Mr. Burgeſs appears to be very 
much offended at a cenſure which he con- 
ceives the Author of the Evidence has patled 
upon the Learned, and which is fo derogatory 
Zo the acknowledged qualifications of the high . 
character which they poſſeſs. The learned whom 
he particularly notices as falling under it are 
Ribera, Scaliger, Caſaubon, Grotius, Uther, 
Erneſti,* and Dr. Heberden. How many of 


* The reader is much obliged to Mr: Burge/s for making 
him acquainted with the diſſertation of this learned foreigner, 
and would likewiſe have been obliged to him if he had in- 
formed him what the Gentleman's real name is. In his Engliſh 
pages Mr. B. uniformly calls him Ernst, but where he 
ſpeaks of him in Latin his name ſeems to be Erneſt, and not 5 
8 N neftt, 
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theſe the Author had in his thoughts when 
he pronounced the horrid cenſure he will not 
take upon him to ſay, but he is verily per- 
ſuaded that the cenſure (if it muſt be called 
by that name) is very juſt, and that the 
learned do every day follow one another upon 
truſt: without being at the pains of an accu- 
rate diſcuſſion of every ſubject that comes in 
their way, if they apprehend it has been ac- 
curately diſcuſſed by others before them. It 
is very happy for Mr. Burgeſs that he has ſo 
contrived matters, as he tells us himſelf, and 
as the reader of his remarks will readily 
allow, that his own name cannot be added to 
the Learned and venerable liſt oth cenſured 
Worthies. 

The concluding paragraph of Mr. B's re- 
marks is pleaſing, where he ſays ce he cannot 
obſerve them all bearing in direct oppoſi- 
tion to the decided and poſitive aſſertion of 

« the Evidence, without ſome apprehenſion 


vefti,for i in the nominative caſe he calls him Erneſtus and in the 
genitive Erneſti, &c. Perhaps Mr. Burge/s did not attend to the 
rule generally obſerved in Latinizing names, which is to add the 
Latin termination without abridging the name, and thus Erneſti 
in Latin is Erngſtius. It is true indeed ſometimes more than the 
mere Latin termination is added to the name exphonice gratid, 
and thus if we were to put Mr. Burgeſi's name into Latin, we 
ſhould not call him Bur geſſus for it would found harſh, but Mr. 
Burgeſſius. But it is hardly ever known that a man is abridged 


of the lait ſyllable of his name, in order to put a Latin garment | 
on him. 


& of 
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« of error. On one fide or the other there js 
« certainly ſome great fallacy, &c.” This is 
pleaſing, becauſe it manifeſts a degree of dif- 
fidence not unbecoming the moſt conſum- 
mate Scholars. Perhaps the whole of his 
pamphlet would have been more pleafing had 
it not been written with that air of faſtidious 
ſuperiority, which is hardly allowable at any 
time, but which no man ought to aſſume but 
upon the ſureſt grounds. 

And now a word or two very ſeriou ny with | 
Mr. Burgeſs on the ſubject in diſpute. * The 
Author of the Evidence declares that with 
regard to his criticiſms in behalf of Joſephus, 
and to vindicate him from the charge of falſe- 
hood, he was totally indifferent, as far as he 
himſelf was concerned, whether they were 
received or rejected. If indeed they were not 
juſt they ought to be rejected, but whether 
they were or not he did not take upon him- 
ſelf to decide, but left the decifion (Evid. 
p. 57.) to the public. And had Mr. Burgeſs 
urged his objections in a different ſtyle from 
that in which he hath urged them, the Au- 
thor would not have interpoſed with any re- 
ply. But Mr. B's literary challenge, for ſuch 
it may more properly be called than an at- 
tempt towards ſettling a matter which wanted 


ſome determination, the Author thought 
applied 


| (a ] | 
applied more particularly to himſelf- than to 
the Subject, and therefore to this cauſe alone 
is to be attributed the manner in which the 
foregoing pages are written, and which, if 
they do not pay that deference to Mr. Bur- 
ge/s's ſkill in Grecian literature, which he pro- 
bably thinks his character is entitled to, he 

may thank himſelf for it. | 
As the Author declares that he was alto- 
gether indifferent how the deciſion might be 
with regard to his conjecture on the miſin- 
terpretation of Joſephus. So he begs leave to 
ſay that he is not indifferent on the ſubject 
of Joſephus's relation, which, could there be 
no ſalvo found for him on the ſcore of miſ- 
interpretation, is moſt aſſuredly a mere fiction 
of his own and deſtitute of truth, and he 
thinks he hath fully proved this if Joſephus 
is not miſinterpreted. Whatever opinion the 
Author may entertain of Joſephus, however 
valuable he may think him, as filling up 
what otherwiſe would have been a blank in 
hiſtory, he cannot entertain that very high 
opinion of his writings which Mr. Burgeſs 
appears to do, when he ſays in his Dedica- 
tion that the credibility of Joſephus's teſti- 
** mony in general every Chriſtian, who en- 
* quires into the grounds of that belief 


- « which he profeſles, 1 muſt conſider as inter- 
«© woven 


1 
4 woven with the fundamental reaſons of his 
« faith.” And again, p. 8. that on the 
« word and faith of Joſephus we are accuſ- 
« tomed to build ſo much in proof of the 
Prophetie and Divine Character of our 
« Saviour.” This certainly is ſaying a great 
deal for Joſephus, and perhaps a vaſt deal 
more than is fairly warrantable. Joſephus's 
Hiſtory of the war is certainly uſcful, and 
may in a good meaſure be depended upon, 
but nevertheleſs even this is not at all neceſ- 
ſary towards our eſtabliſhment in the Chriſ- 
tian faith, and he that cannot be eſtabliſhed 
in the faith of our Saviour's Divine and pro- 
phetic character without the aid of Joſephus's 
writings it is to be feared muſt be a wretched 
Chriſtian. This is an age in which new and 
ſtrange notions are continually rifing up and 
floating on men's minds, like the ſcum on a 
diſtempered water, which while it almoſt poi- 
ſons us with its ſtench, ſtill leaves that from 
whence it aroſe foul and turbid. And ſuch be- 
ing the condition of the age, we muſt not 
wonder if after having removed one wrong no- 
tion another equally offenfive ſhould ſucceed 
in its room. The friends of truth and Chriſti- 
anity muſt not however be appalled by this, 


but perſevere inceſſantly, removing that 


which offends as faſt as it ariſes,. and time 
perhaps 


[ 65 J 

perhaps may bring about what we have no 

reaſon to think will ſpeedily be effected. 
If Mr. Bargeſs's Chriſtianity is, as he ſeems 
to intimate, bound up in the credibility of 
Joſephus, it is to be hoped there are not 
many bound up with him in the ſame bundle. 
Chriſtianity reſts upon a much ſurer founda- 
tion than the precarious teſtimony of a Jewiſh 
Hiſtorian, which though perhaps uſeful upon 
ſome occaſions, is not at all neceſſary towards 
the eſtabliſhment of any one eſſential doctrine 
of the Goſpel. The paſſage in the Antiqui- 
ties, which is relative to our Saviour, is moſt 
probably ſpurious, and if it is not it ſerves to 
eſtabliſh nothing but what is fully eſtabliſhed: 
without its aſſiſtance. The hiſtory of the 
War ſerves to inform us in what manner, 
and with what circumſtances, the predictions: 
of our Saviour concerning Jeruſalem and the 
Jews were accompliſhed, but if that hiſtory 
had never been written the Jews themſelves. 
would tell us every day that our Lord's pre- 
dictions have been all minutely and literally 
fulfilled upon them. This however is devia- 
ting into another ſubject, and it is time that 
the Author ſhould take his leave of Mr. 
Burgeſs and his critical controverſy, which he 
hereby moſt heartily does. He is by no means 
wedded to the opinion which he hath offered 
E in 
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in favour of Joſephus, either in this or the 


preceding publication, nor does he defire any 


man to adopt it, who does not think it juſt, 


Neither doth he at all wiſh to detract from 


Mr. Burgeſs's well earned fame in his line of 


criticiſm on words and ſyllables, and punctua- 


tions dire, let him enjoy undiſturbed the praiſe 
beſtowed upon him on account of what he 


hath well done. But nevertheleſs let him re- 
flect how eaſily that fame, which is with fo 
much difficulty acquired, may be loſt, and 
particularly by precipitating oneſelf unneceſ- 
ſarily into a controverſy for the gratification 
of OTHERS, and by carrying on that contro- 
verſy with a degree of ſupercilious hauteur 
and contempt, which, perhaps in the preſent 
inſtance was not altogether either wiſe or juſ- 
tifiable. Upon the whole the advice of Iſo- 


crates to Demonicus is good. Ha 6, ru ay. pens 
Ne Tgoregoy ENILLKRONETI TH: P'NQLMHs, e 
ag 7 YAWTTE TPoTpeX;es THS diavuas. | 


SINCE the b pages were writ- 
ten, a Sermon, preached before the Univer- 
ſity of Oxford, by Dr. Blayney, Regius Pro- 
feſſor of Hebrew, &c“ has been publiſhed, 
wherein the reverend preacher wiſhes to 
come to the ſame concluſion with the author 
of the Evidence, but by a different road. 
For adopting the conſtruction of the Seventy, 
he renders Haggai 11. 9. * Great ſhall be 
« the glory of this houſe, the latter more 
% than the former.” Hence the words lat- 
ter, and former, relate to glory, and not to 
houſe; and thus the Profeſſor thinks the 
difficulty will be removed, and the truth of 
the Prophecy be conſiſtent with the ſuppoſed 
relation of a new Temple built by Herod. 
But why ſhould we wiſh to reconcile the 
Prophecy with this /uppo/itron ? Why not 
ſtay till it has been proved, that a new 
Temple really was erected by Herod ? Jo- 

ſephus, 
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ſephus, though ſo often cited in proof of ir, 
yet, if any credit may be given to this and the 
preceding publication upon the fame fubject, 

lays no ſuch thing; and if he had ſaid any 
ſuch thing, muſt iner have been a falſe 
hiſtorian. The learned Profeſtor ſeems to 
have made a little miſtake with regard to the 
argument of he Evidence. The buſineſs of 
the Evidence is not to prove that Joſephus 
is a falſe hiſtorian, (at leaſt in the inſtance 
before us) but that he has been miſinter- 
preted; and that he has been ſo, is corrobo- 
rated by the falſchood neceſſarily attaching 
to his narrative, if it is not miſinterpreted. 
However, the Profeſſor ſtates the argument 
of the Evidence thus : If Joſephus's relation 

« be true, the Prophecy of Haggai could not 
«<< have had its accompliſhment; and there- 
« fore Joſephus muſt have been a falſe hiſ- 
„ torian, or Haggai. a falſe prophet.” But 
what ſays the Evidence, p. 78, where the 
author eſtablithes his conc/u/ion, that the Pro- 
| phegy of Haggai is certainly true? Hence 
e therefore. as the Prophecy, interpret it 
how ſyou will, never had any accompliſh- 
ment, if the SUPPOSED relation of Joſe- 
« phus is true, and moreover now never can 
« have any accompliſhment, it follows, that 


ay the e itſelf is not a true prophecy- 
« But 


But as all parties are agreed to acknow- 
„ Jedge, and as the hiſtorian himſelf (An- 
* tiq. xi. 4.) acknowledges it, that Haggai 


«© was a true prophet, therefore the sup- 


«© PoSED relation of Joſephus is a falfe rela- 
tion, and the Prophecy of Haggai a true 
« prophecy.” The author does not ſay that 
| Joſep hus's narrative is falſe, but that which 
is /uppoſed to be his natrative is falſe, conſe- 
quently that he has been miſinterpreted. 
The intention of the learned Profeſſor, in 
his Sermon, is aſſuredly very good, and every 
way worthy of a perſon in his Ration. But 
two queſtions neceflarily ariſe, upon -confider- 
ing the interpretation which he hath adopted 
from the Septuagint, and which is by no 
means a new ſentiment, and they are theſe : 
1. Is ſuch an interpretation reconcileable 
with the genius of the Hebrew language? 
The author of theſe pages does not at all pre- 
tend to be a critic in Hebrew, but as far as 


he has obſerved, the adjective in Hebrew 


generally (and he knows of no inſtance to 
the contrary) agrees with the ſubſtantive 
next immediately preceding or following. 1 
there is any inſtance in the Scriptures where 
the adjective mult necefſaridy be conſtrued not 
with the ſubſtantive next immediately pre- 


ceding, but with ſome other preceding, that 
. then 


BC 


then the matter will eaſily be ſettled. Per- 
haps the Profeſſor can aſſign a reaſon in gram- 
mar, why the Hebrew may. not be tranſlated 
thus : Great ſhall be the glory of the houſe, 
„ this latter more than the former.” This 
certainly is the true literal tranſlation of the 
words as they //and in the Hebrew. 

this of the houſe the Glory ſhall be Great 


nn mw... 7 
the former. in compariſon of latter 
N 1d en 


2. But the ſecond queſtion is, ſuppoſing 
the adopted conſtruction juſtifiable, What 
end will it anſwer? We ſhall ſtill be as far 
as ever from being able to reconcile Haggai's 
Prophecy with a new Temple built by He- 
rod, becauſe of the words This Houſe. © 1 
« will fill %s houſe with glory, faith the 
Lord of Hoſts,” ang “ great ſhall be the 
glory of tis houſe, (if ſuch be the true 
* conſtruction) the latter more than the for- 
* mer.” But the Profeſſor ſeems to be of 
opinion, p. 7. that “it is the Houſe of God, 
g the Temple appropriated to divine worſhip 
at Jeruſalem, which is intended by Tats 
« Hovusz ; whether built by Solomon, by 
e the Jews under Zerubbabel, or by Herod.” 
Perhaps the learned Profeſſor did not advert 
to the conſequences of this poſition, and the 

very 


LT 
very great advantages that will thereby be 
given to the Jews. They are in expectation 


of a future houſe to be built; and if the 


words This Houſe do not refer to the houſe 


then building, but to a houſe that ſhould be 


built afterwards, they certainly are not much 
out of the way, when they fay, that the 
Prophecy of Haggai makes nothing againſt 
them, for that it relates to the houſe they 
are in expectation of. Maimonides (in Yad, 
lib. ult. cap. 12. as we find him quoted) 
ſays, © That the King Meſſiah ſhall here- 
« after come, and reſtore the kingdom of 
the houſe of David to its old former eſtate, 
and ſhall build a ſanctuary, or temple, &c. 


* and that in the ſame place where formerly it 


* flood.” And what fays the Profeſſor ? 


Nor indeed is it generally neceſſary to ren- 


« der a houſe identically the ſame, according 
*« to the common acceptation of language, 
« that it be built at one and the fame time, 
and exactly of the ſame form and mate- 
* rials; it is ſufficient, though it ſhould 


« have been rebuilt at different times ſuc- 


« ceſſively, if it be erected on the fame cite, 
and devoted to the ſelf ſame purpoſe.” Upon 
this ſuppoſition then, the words, hi Howfe, 
may relate to the Temple which Maimonides 


talks of; for if 3 may be „ to re- 
i late 
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late to a Temple not then in FOTO they 
may as well relate to Majmonides's as He- 
rod's Temple, and eſpecially as the former 
is expected to be built on the ſame ſcite, and 
devoted to the ſame purpoſe. The great Doctor 
Edward Pococke, one of the worthy Profeſ- 
ſor's predeceſſors at Chriſt Church, tells us, 
that the ſentiment of Abarbinel is preciſely 
the ſame with the Profeſſor's, and that he 
| interprets the words hie Houſe, of a houſe 
_ after this, a ſentiment which that great man 
treats with much indignation. For in his 
commentary on Malachi, ch. iii. he fays, 
ce Tt cannot without wilful blindneſs and ob- 
e ftinacy be denied, that the Temple here 
* mentioned was that fecond Temple, and 
* more plainly, when Haggai, looking on, 
e and deſcribing that Temple then buzlt, ſaith 
* expreſsly, this Houſe; by this Houſe, to 
*« underſtand a houſe after this, (as Abarbinel 
« doth) is ſuch a perverting of words and 
« meaning, as we cannot without loſs of 
* our own reaſon admit of. Yet this is the 
« only ſalvo that they have, or can have.“ 

But in order to ſee whether the Profeſſor's 
interpretation will hold good or not, let us 
take a ſhort view of the Prophecy itſelf. 

„Who is left among you that ſaw this 
5e houſe i in her firſt * ? and how do ye 


6 ſee 


tal 


« « ſee it now ? Is it not in your eyes in com- 
e pariſon of it as nothing? 
The meaning of theſe words is undoubt- 
edly in the apprehenſion of a plain under- 
ſtanding. Who is left among you that ſaw 
the former houſe in its glory, and how do ye ſee 
this houſe now ? Is it not as nothing in com- 
pariſon of it? The words, „this Houſe,” 
are not applied, as the Profeſſor conceives, 
to Solomon's Temple, but purely. to the 
houſe then in hand and building and the 
reference to Solomon's Temple is only in the 
words * firſt glory. Solomon's Temple, 
and Zerubbabel's, were both of them dedi- 
cated to the ſervice and worſhip of God; and 
therefore, becauſe they were both dedicated 
to the ſame end, the Prophet uſes the terms 
« her firſt glory;” but the words * this 
e houſe” have nothing at all to do with So- 
lomon's Temple, they are expreſſive only « of 
_ Zerubbabel's. 
The deſire of all nations ſhall come, 
„and I will fill this houſe with glory, faith 
* the Lord of Hoſts.” | 
The meaning of theſe words is too plain 
to be miſtaken. * This Houſe” indiſputably 
fi gnifies the building which the Prophet had 
encouraged them to proſecute and complete, 
when "a ſaid, ** Yet now be ſtrong, O Ze- 
| „ rubbabel, 


t * 


„ rubbabel, faith the Lord; and be ſtrong, 
« O Joſhuah, fon of Joſedech the High 
« Prieſt; and be ſtrong all ye people of the 

„ land, faith the Lord, and woRk, for J 
% am with you, faith the Lord of Hoſts.” 

The glory of this latter houſe ſhall be 
greater than of the former, ſaith the Lord 
« of Hoſts;” or taking it in the Profeſſor's 
tranſlation, Great ſhall be the glory of this 

* houſe, the latter more than the former.” 
It will make very little difference in the ſenſe 
of the words * this Houſe,” which ſtill will 
ſignify Zerubbabel's building. Indeed it 
will admit of ſome doubt, whether the Pro- 
feſſor's interpretation is altogether very intel- 
ligible. Great ſhall be the glory of this 
* houſe, 1. e. of Zerubbabel's building; the 
« latter glory of it thall be more than the 
* former glory of it.” But Zerubbabet's 
building had experienced no glory at all; 
what, therefore, was the former glory of it ? 
If this houſe 1s ſuppoſed to mean not Zerub- 

*  babel's, but Solomon's, then we muſt have 
a new vocabulary, and mult frame new ideas 
correſpondent to it; for rie will then ſignify 
that Houſe. An interpretation of Scripture, 
which cannot be intelligible without forcing 
words into a ſenſe which obviouſly does not 
belong to them, will in the general opinion 
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of mankind be eſteemed a ſophiſtical evaſion, 
calculated rather to anſwer ſome private end 
than any other purpoſe. I will fill this 
houſe, faith God by his Prophet, with glory. 
1s not glory promiſed then to the houſe then 
building? and was not this houſe then build- 
ing by Zerubbabel? and if this houſe was 
pulled down by Herod before the coming of 
the Meſſiah, was this houſe ever filled with 
glory, and conſequently was the Prophecy 
ever fulfilled? Theſe queſtions are aſked on 
a ſuppoſition, that the words * this Houle” 
ſignify, as they are conceived to fignify, in 
the general apprehenſion of mankind. But 
if the word this is to have the ſignification of 
_ that put upon it, then we are gone no one 
knows where, and what the meaning of the 
Prophecy is it will be impoſſible to aſcertain; 
for, if once we depart from the known and 
determinate meaning of words in their con- 
ſtant uſage, all will thenceforward become 
wildneſs and confuſion. 

The Profeſſor argues from Ezra v. that 
the words * this Houſe” are alternately ap- 
plied to Solomon's Temple, and to that built 
under Zerubbabel, and therefore may as well 
be extended to that of Herod. Is not the 
Profeſſor a little too haſty here? The refe- 
rence to Solomon's Temple. is not in the 

words 
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words be Houſe, or this Houſe, but in what 
is connected with them. We build the Houſe 
that was builded many years ago, &c. The 
King of Babylon, the Chatdean, de, flroyed this } 
Houſe. The Profeffor ſaith, ** It is the | 
« Honſe of God, the Temple appropriated n 
« to divine worſhip at Jeruſalem, which is | 
« intended by Tus Hos, whether built | 
by Solomon, by the Jews under Zerub- 
«© babel, or by Herod.” Surely not exclu— 
fively ; for the words this Houſe, before they 
can be applied either to Solomon's or the 
ſuppoſed Temple of Herod, muſt firſt ſignify 
the Temple of Zerubbabel, which Temple 
they muſt ſignify decidedly at leaſt if not ex- 
clufively; and if they do not ſignify it, they 
are inapplicable to any other Temple. In 
order to give true force to the Profeſſor's ar- 
gument, it ſhould be proved, that the words 
this Houſe do not ſignify Zerubbabel's Temple, 
for ſo long as they do fignify it, it is quite 
immaterial to what elſe ey may accidental- 
ly be referred. 

The Profeſſor's exemplifieation, from the 
cuſtomary manner of ſpeaking with regard 
to what has been done in St. Paul's Church 
at London, will not hold good by any means, 
neither is it at all ſimilar to the matter which 
it is brought to illuſtrate. 

However, 


. 

However, not to enter any farther into 
this ſubject, as Joſephus certainly doth not 
ſay, what he hath been conceived to ſay, 
that Herod built a new Temple at Jeruſalem, 
there can be no occaſion for torturing the 
words of the Prophet any further. Our 
received tranſlation of the Prophecy appears 
to be the juſt and true one, and any objec- 
tion to it never would have been thought of, 
if Joſephus had not been ſa ſtrangely miſin- 
terpreted. 

It will not be proper to conclude, without 
thanking the Profeſſor for his very excellent 
intention in his Sermon, To prove that 
Chriſt is the greater glory of the Temple, is 
a ſubject of very extenſive conſequence, and 
its great importance will be acknowledged 

by all who in fincerity wiſh well to the in- 
tereſts of Chriſtianity. The Profeſſor appears 
to have the matter warmly at heart, and the 
author of the Evidence cannot help being 
much gratified, when he obſerves how very 
nearly the Profeſlor's ſentiments, and almoſt 
language, upon the occaſion, coincide with 
his own. In addition to what the learned 
Profe ſſor hath taken notice of in his Sermon, 

may be added, in proof of the literal com- 
pletion of the Prophecy, a paſſage in St. 
John, c. 1. v. 14. where the Evangeliſt evi- 

„ dently | 
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dently alludes to it, xa <&aoapla T1 d als, 
ay ws loro relas. In like manner our Lord 
himſelf, ch. xiv. v. 27. r &Ompi vu 
EIPHNHN THN EMHN AIAQNMI vv. In this 
place will 1 give peace, ſaith the Lord of 
Hoſts. A multitude of other references to 
the Prophecy are to be met with in the New 
Teſtament, which doubtleſs have not eſcaped 
the Profeſſor's ſagacity. The above are mere- 
1y pointed out as a teſtimony of the author's 
concurrence with the Profeſſor in his doc- 
trine; and that however he may differ from 
him in his tranſlation of the Prophecy, he 
nevertheleſs moſt heartily ſubſcribes to the 
truth of this doctrine, ** That Chriſt is the 
« Greater Glory of the Temple.” 


THE END. 


